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A B S T R A C T 
The present study was conducted with three objectives : 
a) t o find out differences in self and others'' perception of 
three sociometric groups viz, populars, neglectees and i so la tes ; 
b) to discover differences among the three groups with respect 
t o the evaluation of t r a i t s in terms of the i r social desirabi l i ty 
importance and rarenessj and c) to discover the differences 
among three groups with regard to the biased components viz, the 
leniency er ror , halo-effect and r a t e r - t r a i t in te rac t ion . 
The study was carried out in two phases. Three sociometric 
groups, each comprising of 50 subjects, were identif ied from 
among 450 students of 9th and .IQth'standard of various schools, 
who made the sample for the f i r s t phase. For the second phase, 
another sociometric sample of three groups, each comprising 
of 30 subjects , was drawn, 
Sociometric s tatus of each subject was determined by the 
administration of a sociometric t e s t using three choices and 
three c r i t e r i a . For the 1st phase of the study, a 16 pairs 
adjective l i s t was used to measure the self and others ' 
perception. These 16 pairs were detached t o have 32 adjectives, 
and were used for the t r a i t evaluation measurement. The 2nd 
phase of the study was concerned with the measurement of biased 
components viz, leniency error, h^ilo-effect and r c t c r - t r a i t 
in terac t ion . The study of bi--sed components we s confined to 
the four chosen pairs of eojectives. The four poirs were those 
eight polar opposites which were evaluated differently by the 
three sociometric groups viz, populars, neglectees and i so la tes , 
in a l l respects i . e . importance, des i rab i l i ty and rareness . 
The data w«'s analyzed with the following techniques 
a) the t - t e s t was used for the significance of differences in 
self and others* perception of the three groups and also 
for the significance of difference among the evaluative ratings 
of the t r a i t s by the three groups, b) Guilford's (1954) 
formulae were used to detect the errors and the extension of 
median-test was used to find out the significant differences 
among the three groups. 
The analysis of the date h^s revealed that there is 
difference in self as well as others>* perception of populars, 
neglectees and i so la t e s . Difference has also been found airong 
the three groups with regard to the t r a i t evaluation. So far 
as the biasea components are concerned, the difference is 
found only in the case of leniency er ror , Populars have reted 
themselves and other populars posit ively, whereas, neglectees 
and i so la tes have been rated negatively by them. Neglectees 
3 
and isolates have rated negatively themselves as well as 
other neglectees and isolates. However, populars have been 
given some positive ratings by them. Those traits which popu-
o 
l a r s suppose are present in them, have been evaluated as 
important , soc ia l ly des i r ab le and r a r e by them; whereas, the 
t r a i t s which neg lec t t e s and i so l a t e s suppose are present in 
them, have been evaluated as unimportant, undesirable and 
uncommon by theqj. Regarding the biased components, populars 
are more len ient in ass igning r a t ings as compared t o neglectees 
and i s o l a t e s . No difference,^^«mong the t h r e e groups i s 
found regarding the ha lo-ef fec t and r a t e r - t r a i t i n t e r a c t i o n . 
The findings have been in te rp re ted in terms of d i f f e -
« 
ren t t h e o r i e s of se l f and o the rs ' percept ion and s o c i a l 
exchange theory . 
•**-x-
A STUDY OF BIASED COMPONENTS AND 
EVALUATION OF TRAITS IN SELF AND 
OTHEiRS' PERGEPTION OF POPULARS, 
NEGLECTEES AND ISOLATES 
THESIS STWMITTEO FOR THE AWARD OF 
THE OEOREE OF 
Sottor of ^^I^Uoiop^ 
IN 
PSYCHOLOGY 
BY 
TABASSUM RASHID 
Under (he Supervision of 
Dr. Qamar Hasan 
(Reader) 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
ALIGARH MUSLIM UNIVERSITY 
ALIGARH (INDIA) 
1989 
'^i*E 
T3658 
DEPARrMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 
ALIGARH MUSUM UNIVERSITY 
/VHGARH-202001 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 
This i s t o c e r t i f y t h a t Ms, Tabassixn Rashid worked under 
my s u p e r v i s i o n fo r h e r Ph# D, t h e r l s "A Study of Biased 
Codsponents and Eva lua t ion of T r a i t s in Self and Othets ' f^rcept ion 
of Popu la r s , Neglect^^s and I f o l a t e s " , 
Ms, Rashid has completed a l l t h e f o r m a l i t i e s of a t t endance 
and r e s i d e n c e and he r work i s f i t f o r submiss ion . 
,QAMAR HASAN) 
Reader in .Psychology & 
Superv l^6r 
A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T 
With the completion of th i s work, I take the opportunity 
t o express my deepest sense of respectful regards and g ra t i tude 
to my supervisor , Dr. Qamar Hasan, Reader, Department of 
Psychology, A.M.U., Aligarh, who boosted my morale and inspired 
me by giving timely suggestions based on his expert kno^^'ledge 
of the subjec t . His mental and academic a le r tness and his 
sense of perfect ion, precision and conciseness helped me 
tremendously in carrying out the present s tudy. Without his 
unst inted guidance and encouragement th i s work could have not 
been completed. 
I wish t o place on record gra te fu l ly the enormous debt 
of thanks to Prof. S, Sultan Akhtar, Chairman, Department of 
Psychology, A.W.U., Aligarh, whose const ruct ive suggestions 
and af fec t ionate patronage have been a source of i n sp i r a t i on 
t o me. 
I am obliged t o my reverned teacher Prof. A. Jamil Qadri, 
for his kind help and encouragement. 
I owe a debt of g ra t i tude to the Pr incipals of the 
Schools, who kindly permitted me to do experiments in t h e i r 
respect ive schools . I am also thankful t o the student 
respondents, without whose cooperation th i s study could have 
not been mate r ia l i zed . 
I am deeply indebted to my parents whose blessings and 
unfai l ing moral support have enabled me t o complete t h i s t a s k . 
My deep appreciat ion and thanks go to my husband, Dr.H. Rehman, 
Lecturer , Department of Commerce, for his utmost affect ion and 
useful suggest ions . 
Las t ly , I wish to thank Air, Qazi Javed for taking pains 
to type t h i s manuscript with utmost care and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . 
ALIGARH ( TABASi^ UM RASHID ) 
C O N T L N T :> 
CH.-\PThR I : IK7}UT.UCTia.' 
CHAPTLK I I : Fa.VlL;v OF LIThR,>TUR£ 
CH/.. TLR I I I : I'hTIOD ;.\'D PROChDUKL 
CH/>PT:.R IV : RESULTS 
CHAPThR V : DISCUSSI(:^' 
CHAPTLR VI : rU^'./'ARY 
BIBLia-Tu-'.PFfY 
APPhr.'DIChS 
Poge 
1 - 1 6 
•r.. 17 - b5 
... 5 0 - 6 7 
... 68-104 
... 105-116 
... 117 - 122 
... i - xiv 
... XV - XXXV 
**•••*• 
CHAPTER - I 
I N T R O D U C T I O N 
1 
I N T f l O D U C T I Q N 
Man l 3 bas ica l ly a social animal. He i s born and 
l i v e s In a sociaG. world — a world comprised of mauiy 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s ^ f r iendsblps , acquaintanceships and enimities* 
A new born baby has no special r e l a t i onsh ip s with the adul t s 
around, although be depends t o t a l l y on o the r s for the 
s a t i s f a c t i o n of h i s bas ic needs. However, very soon he i s 
able to ident i fy the persons who f u l f i l h i s needs and t o 
develop a special r e la t ionsh ip with these persons ( h i s 
family members). All these re la t ionsh ips are nothing but 
i n t e r a c t i o n s . So, long before he i s able to use language, 
a chi ld l ea rns t o In t e rac t with o the r s . Presumably, a l l 
of the orders In man*s concepts of na tura l phenomena began 
with h i s perception of differences and in t e r ac t i ons with 
the th ings surroundLlng him. 
As the person further grows, he becomes the member 
of d i f f e ren t social groups. These groups are made because 
of common ideology, place of l i v i n g , language, cu l ture and 
mutual interdependence. Social groups are mainly divided 
in to two broad categories v i z . , primary and secondary. 
The members in a primary group share c lo se , in t imate and 
warm personal t i e s with one another. Such groups are 
generally small and of face to face nature . The 
re la t lons t i ip In a secondary group I s mostly formal, cool 
and cont rac tua l . I t I s not necessary for the member of a 
secondary group t o pa r t i c ipa t e i n such groups as whole 
p e r s o n a l i t i e s ; ra ther they r e l a t e themselves with the 
group through specif ic functions. Social organizat ions 
serve the best example of such groups* 
Whether in a primary or i n a secoodary group, the 
indiv idual always responds se lec t ive ly to the group members. 
He comes near to only those who respond to him and avoids 
those whom he fee l s he can not be i n t e r e s t ed or who may 
refuse t o accept him. During the process of i n t e rac t ion 
some persons emerge as populars , some are neglected by 
o the r s , while others remain i s o l a t e d . 
an 
When ve contenplate about the reasons o f / ind iv idua l s 
accep tab i l i ty i n a group, we have t o consider such quest ions: 
what q u a l i t i e s does the popular possess? How does he think 
and fee l about himself and about others? Have person-
percept ion , impression management, s e l f -p r e sen t a t i on , e t c . 
to play a^y role in popular i ty and isolation?Which type of 
b i a s components operate while they make ;)udgements about 
themselves and about others? 
The present study i s an attempt to find answer to 
some of the above questions by bringing together the two 
f ields of social psychology viz. , sociometry and person 
perception. I t i s hoped that the study of the processes 
underlying the perception of self and others would enable 
an 
us to have a bet ter understanding of/individual* s accepta-
b i l i t y in a group. 
Over the centuries, thoughtful individuals in mah)' 
different f ields (poets, philosophers, novelists) have 
s o u ^ t to understand the nature of our interactions with 
others. The outccoe of the i r collective e f for t s , i s in 
the form of a vast body of 'informal koowled^* concerning 
the nature of social behaviour. I t vas Moreno who made 
i n i t i a l efforts to study the interpersonal relat ionships 
in a formal and scientif ic way. Jacob L. Moreno devised 
the sociometric t es t to study the interpersonal re la t ion-
ships expressed t h rou^ choices and mutual a t t rac t ions . 
I t wais Moreno's genius to contrive the cr i te r ion for 
uncovering the Interpersonal choices of the children for 
one auiother. This efficient method of measuring group 
structure i s not yet superseded by ai^ method in i t s 
usefulness for the study of interpersonal choices. 
In fac t , the origin of socicmetric thinking was 
presented in Moreno's book »Das Stegreiftheater ' (1923^, 
but tbe foundation stone of the sociometric movement was 
la id by h i s most stimulating book ent i t led "Who Shall Survive" 
(1953)» in which socionetry was presented as an important 
technique of understanding the interpersonal attraction* 
The greatest contribution of Moreno i s that he developed 
a technique 9 which made i t possible to investigate the 
issues which were merely speculated previously* This 
technique permits the analysis of each person's posit ion 
and status within the group with respect to a particular 
criterion (More no, ^9j^)* 
used 
Thust sociometric technique i s a method/to determine 
the degree to which individuals are accepted i n a group, 
to discover the relationships that e x i s t among these 
individuals , to reveal group structure, and to identify 
subdivisions of the group and various types of group 
posit ions l ike populars, neglectees, i s o l a t e s , etc* 
(Sharma, 1975)* One might say that socionetry i s the study 
and measurement of social choices* I t has also been called 
as a means of studying the attractions and repulsions of 
members of groups* In short, sociometry i s a broad term 
indicating a nusiber of methods of gathering and analyzing 
data on the choice, communication, and interact ion patterns 
of individuals in groups. 
I n 1912 Moreno had developed two hypotheses which, 
l a t e r on, became genesis of socioaetry* These were: 
1, The spa t i a l proximity hypothesis^ and 
2 . The temporal proximity hypothesis . 
According to the f i r s t , the nearer two individuals 
are to each other i n space, the more do they owe to each 
o ther t h e i r immediate a t t en t ion aiid acceptance. The 
' s e c o n d hypothesis pos tu la tes : IVThe, sequence of proximity 
^ I n time e s t ab l i shes a precise order of soc ia l a t t en t ion 
and veneration according to a temporal Imperat ive, the 
here and now demands help f i r s t , the next i n time to the 
here and now backward and forward requi res help next" 
iMoreno, 1912), 
The basic theore t i ca l frame developed and guided 
by the p r a c t i c a l i n s i s t s from the f i e l d s was f i na l ly 
reported i n 193M- with much enthusiasm around. F lor lan 
Znanieokl (1937) has remartted: 
"The Issues raised by new f ie ld (sociometry) were 
old sociological problems but tha t sociometry meri ts the 
c r e d i t for enabling the behavioral s c i e n t i s t s to study 
phenomena which for thousands of years have a t t r ac t ed 
the socia l s c i e n t i s t s and were rather evaluated than 
investigated'* (Znanieoki, 1937). 
0 
The basic soclometric techniques were generated 
between 1918 and I923. By 1932 the American public were 
made aware of the concepts and research tools* Since I t s 
Inception In 193^, sociooetry has been successfiilly 
revealing the group s t ructure (Evans, 1962). An In te res t ing 
era In the f i e l d , however, began when several Important 
var iables were re la ted to the soc lone t r ic s t a tu s of the 
individual* The purpose was t o understand as to why some 
people {ire more soc ia l ly accepted, while o thers are re jec ted . 
There are several important var iables which have been found 
to be r e l a t ed with the soclometric da ta . Smpirical s tudies 
have shown tha t physical a t t r ac t iveness (Cooper, 1 9 ^ ; Lee, 
19M-3J Waister, 19A; Mi l l e r , 1978; Mudux, 1981 e t c . ) , 
i n t e l l i gen ce (Heber, 1956; Wrighter, 19»+8; Blaz ley , 19^8; 
Mannrioo, 1976), age (Heber, 1956; Cohen, 1977), race 
(Gottman, 1977)» socio-economic s t a tus ^Lundberg, 1937; 
Sower, 19'4-8; Becker and Loomis, 19U-8; Canpel l , 196if; 
S t . John, 197O; Barnett and Zukeri , 1977; Burzynaki, 1980) 
and personal i ty t r a i t s (Seague, 1933? Fleming, 1935; Drdoon, 
1994-; Lend-Skold, 1973) e t c . are tha important f ac to r s in 
determining the soc ioae t r l c s t a tus of the individual* 
Reviewing the work on soclometric choices , one 
wonders tha t while the above mentioned fac tors have been 
f 1 
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given much Importaiice in determining the socioinetric choices , 
person-perception processes —processes by which \^^e.i\ come 
to know and t o think about other persons, t h e i r ciiaracter-
i s t i c s , q u a l i t i e s and inner states-have been ignored. 
Realizing t h i s fac t the purpose of present study i s t o 
br ing out the difference in the perceptual processes of 
Populars, neglectees and i s o l a t e s , v4ien they are required 
to evaluate t h e i r ownself and others* 
•Person perception ' or ' impression formation' i s 
referred t o the way we 'perce ive ' or ' cognize ' other 
persons - t h e i r i n t en t i ons , a t t i t u d e s , t r a i t s , emotions, 
Ideas , a b i l i t i e s and purposes, as well as t h e i r over t 
behaviour and physical c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . In other words, 
person perception r e fe r s to the processes by which man 
comes to know and t o think about other persons , t h e i r 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , q u a l i t i e s and inner s t a t e s* The term 
'percep t ion ' i s taken sometimes as 'appercept ion snd 
cognit ion*. I t i s a lso named as soc ia l percept ion , 
person cognition eund in terpersonal percept ion. Perhaps 
the bes t term i s tha t used by mar^ French w r i t e r s , who 
speak of " l a Connaissance d ' eu t ru i " which i n English 
means "knowledge of others^ . Another good term, as 
Kaminski (1959, I963), has ably argued, would be ' s o c i a l 
cogn i t i on ' . 
o 
Whatever the l a b e l , the basic question remains the 
same: "How we perceive and know the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of other 
persons?" I s t h i s process distingiJishable from other forms 
of perceiving and knowing? fleider (195S) wrotes "we sha l l 
speak of * thing ' perception as norw socia l perception when 
we mean the perception of inanimate ob jec t s , aixi of ' person 
percept ion ' or ' s oc i a l percept ion ' when we mean the percep-
t ion of another person?'o 
The inferences and observations which we make about 
other people are mainly about emotions, i n t e n t i o n s , 
a t t i t u d e s , ideas , a b i l i t i e s , purposes, t r a i t s , thoughts, 
percept ions , memories, events t ha t are ' i n s i d e ' the person 
and s t r i c t l y psychological . This makes a difference between 
the person perception and other forms of percept ion. In 
add i t ion , i n person perception the s imi l a r i ty between the 
perceiver and the perceived object i s g rea te r than in any 
other case* This unique fac t probably i n c l i n e s and enables 
the perceiver to make f u l l use of h i s own experience in 
perce iv ing, judging or infer ing o the r s ' s t a t e or in ten t ions 
(Tag iu r i , 195^)« Impressions can be based upon a wide 
var ie ty of information about the other person. 
The process of how we know people did not receive 
formal and separate a t t en t ion u n t i l l the l a t e r par t of 
the nlnetejbth century. Darwin's work (I872) on emotional 
expressions and t h e i r recognit ion gave s c i e n t i l i c impetus 
t o t h i s problem and at the beginning of t h i s century- the 
range of questions was extended to:How do ve know any 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of another (Hollingworth, I9I I )? What 
are the cha rac t e r i s t i c s of the "^good j u d g ^ of other 
person? Later , concern spread to the s t i l l broaden problem 
of how people perceive or know t h e i r human environment in 
general . Margr w r i t e r s , including Cooley, Mead, A l lpo r t , 
Brunswik, Murrey, Tagiur i , Taf t , Kaminski, e t c . drew 
a t t en t ion t o the Importance of understanding these 
processes . 
People use various cues, information and concepts 
while forming impression or in thinking about o the r s . 
People can ar r ive a t some evaluation of another person 
iro-K- almost »any« da t a , and tha t they do so with a high 
degree of consensus (Asch, 19'+6). This has been shown 
In various s tudies using a great var ie ty of cues, sucti as 
actual persons , photographs, voice recordings , t r a i t 
information, posture (Ekman, 196if), schematic representa-
t ions of persons (Rosenberg and Langer, 1965) and paths 
described by a person (Tagiur i , 1960), Peoples ' fee l ings 
toward, and reac t ions to c r i t i c i sms and depr ivat ion 
id 
vary dramatically according to whether the other person i s 
seen as having "intended" or as having been responsible 
for the negative act ion. This suggests tha t people may be 
very a l e r t to and watchful for cues of t h i s aspect of the 
other (Hastorf, 196M-; Jones and DeCharms, 1958; S t r ick land , 
Jones and Stoith, 196O; Thibaut and Riecken, 1955)» Two 
other aspects that seem s t rongly . to a t t r a c t the beholder's 
a t t en t i on are a person*s good-bad Qua l i t i e s (Heider, 1958b; 
Osgood, 1953) and h i s r e l a t i ve 'power' (Pepi tone, 1958). 
Apart from such general aspects of the other person, which 
are probably basic t o in terpersonal r e l a t i o n , i t seems 
l i ke ly t h a t the a t t r i b u t e s of the other person t o which 
a t t e n t i o n i s given d^end on the mot ivat ional s t a t e of the 
judge (Berlew and Williams, 196if), 
In conclusion, i t £gppears t h a t people use a la rge 
va r i e ty of cues t o make inferences about the s t a t e of mind 
and personal q u a l i t i e s of other persons; they seek t o 
combine these inferences i n various ways t o adiieve a 
uni f ied and organized impression. 
Our perceptions of other persons se t the stage for 
our l a t e r i n t e rac t ions with them. That i s , our percep-
t i o n s of t he i r fee l ings , motives, i n t e n t i o n s , and charac-
t e r i s t i c s strongly affect the way we reac t to and with 
1.1 
them. Indeed, i t i s hard to imagine any aspect of our social 
r e l a t i o n s which i s ' no t ' strongly affected by such percept ions . 
A thorough review of the l i t e r a t u r e reveals that self-
perception holds an important place i n person percept ion. 
A person ' s self-image has an important impact upon h i s 
perception of other people. Paterson 's study (197^) 
observes that people may perceive o thers i n such a way ais 
to pro tec t or enhance t he i r concept of themselves. Conversely 
small s i t ua t i ona l changes in self-image are capable of 
producing re la ted specif ic changes in images of other 
people (Lewick, 1983). 
In the process of assessing the persona l i ty 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the subjects in r e a l l i f e , psychologists 
have been enploying those persons who happened to i n t e r ac t 
with the subjects over considerable per iods of time and 
hence are expected to be aware of t h e i r persona l i ty 
d i s p o s i t i o n s . Although i t i s reasonable t o obtain more 
accurate descr ip t ion of personal i ty of subjec ts from those 
who know the subjects very wel l , than from those who are 
s t r a n g e r s , even the familiar assessors are known t o make 
d i f f e r en t kinds of e r ro r s regarding the e l eva t ion , 
d i spers ion and the in t e r r e l a t ionsh ip of the t r a i t s . In 
addi t ion to the motivated d i s t o r t i o n of evaluation of 
i:. 
o the r s , d i f ferent se t s of e r r o r s have been reported In the 
context of the accuracy of ra t ings where the c r i t e r i o n have 
been iixiividual*s s e l f - r a t i n g s . When no c r i t e r i o n have been 
employed, the ra t ings themselves furnished the evidence of 
r a t e r ' s tendency to be l e n i e n t or s t r i c t i n assigning 
r a t ings to o thers . 
'Leniency e r ro r ' i s the tendency to r a t e others (and 
also oneself) high on favourable t r a i t s and lew on unfavour-
able ones* Another well-known tendency i s s tereo_typing, 
the general i nc l i na t i on to give prefabr icated descr ip t ion 
t o a person on the bas i s of some ea s i l y and quickly i d e n t i -
f iable ch a r ac t e r i s t i c s such as age, sex, ethnic membership, 
na t iona l i ty or occupation. 
Another judgemental e f fec t tha t plays an important 
role i n t h i s process i s the ' h a l o - e f f e c t ' , a term coined 
by Thorndike (1920). As ear ly as 19O7 Wells found tha t 
judges tended t o ra te subjects on severa l t r a i t s in terms 
of a general impression of goodness or badness (the ' h a l o ' ) 
and tha t t h i s introduced a spuriously high cor re la t ion among 
t h e i r r a t i n g s . 
'Assumed s imi l a r i t y ' ( f i r s t reported by Hanks, I936)— 
the i n c l i n a t i o n under ce r t a in circumstances to a t t r i b u t e 
others responses one would give oneself , a form of 
lo 
project ion - generates high accuracy scores for judges who 
h84)pen t o be s imilar t o the persons judged. 
In addit ion t o the assumed-similarity mechanism, there 
are other processes tha t people can use while making 
judgements. For example, subjects might observe t h e i r own 
behaviour and consider how tha t behaviour might be i n t e r -
preted by the other person. 
As pointed out e a r l i e r , our purpose i s t o study the 
person perception processes and make use of them for 
an 
unders tanding/ indiv idual ' s sociometric pos i t ion in a group. 
Our assumption i s that those who can a t t r a c t choices by 
majority of group members are aware of t r a i t s which are 
perceived as socieLlly des i rab le and important. For t h i s 
reason they e i t h e r t ry to inculcate these t r a i t s i n t h e i r 
p e r s o n a l i t i e s or simply present themselves as possessing 
those t r a i t s tha t are generally valued i n the c u l t u r e . 
Besides keeping good soc ia l knowledge about t r a i t s , populars 
may possess the s k i l l s which are helpful i n handling the 
in terpersonal r e l a t i o n s , both i n dyadic and group s i t ua t ions . 
They are perhaps capable of encountering others i n such a 
manner tha t the reward/cost r a t i o i s favourable for the 
others and for t h i s reason others may prefer to have 
permanent r e l a t i o n s with them. 
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On the o ther hand, neglectees and i so l a t e s are expected 
to lacK the social knowledge of acceptable t r a i t s and for t h i s 
reason may f a l l t o cu l t iva te such t r a i t s and also f a i l to 
present themselves as possessing t r a i t s which endear them 
to o thers . So far as t h e i r reward/cost r a t i o i s concerned, 
they might aak for more rewards than costs because of t h e i r 
lack of in terpersonal s k i l l s . 
AS far as the se l f -percept ion i s concerned, i t may 
be hypothesized tha t due to pos i t ive appraisal of populars 
by o thers , such ind iv idua l s may have pos i t ive sel f -coacepts 
based on the re f lec ted self-image, and for t h i s reason they 
may perceive themselves pos i t i ve ly . I n con t r a s t , those who 
are neglected and who are denied accep t ib i l i t y ( i s o l a t e s ) , are 
l ike ly t o have low self-esteem due to negative se l f - r e f l ec ted 
image, and the re fo re , may perceive themselves negatively. 
-^>) Se l f i s involved in processes of fonning impre-
ssions of o the r s . s t u d i e s have proved tha t the more 
desi rable the s e l f - r a t i n g on a dimension the more cent ra l 
tha t dimension i s i n perceiving others (Lewick, 1983). 
I n t h i s context , i t i s log ica l t o expect tha t populars may 
perceive others favourably, whereas neglectees and 
i s o l a t e s may perceive o thers negat ively. 
I t i s also log ica l t o expect tha t there may be 
l o 
differences among the three groups with regsoxl to the bias^ ^ 
components (judgemental e r r o r s ) . The populeirs are expected 
to be len ien t not only when they ra te themselves or other 
populars , but a l so when they ra te i s o l a t e s and neglectees. 
This i s expected because inorder t o maintain t h e i r 
popula r i ty , t h e i r i n t e r ac t i on with others i s to be a 
s i t ua t i on of exchange i n which the outccne - the difference 
between the cost and reward - i s posi t ive for o thers . The 
tendency of l en ien t evaluat ion of others would also be l e s s 
costly for the populars because, otherwise, they would 
have t o convey the impression that they l ike others even 
when they may not do so. As far as two other socic»oetric 
groups 8ire concerned, we can expect tha t i s o l a t e s and neglectees 
may be l e s s l i b e r a l i n evaluating themselves than in evfidua-
t ing those for whom they have expressed favourable feel ing 
in the form of sociometric choices. 
The populars are expected to show l e s s halo-effec t 
while r a t i ng themselves and o thers , because they are 
expected t o have a b e t t e r understanding and discr iminat ion 
of in t r a ind iv idua l va r i a t ions of personali ty char acta r i s t i c s 
and i t i s the s impl i s t i c Judgement of o thers tha t may come 
i n t h e i r way of evolving strategy that would lead to t h e i r 
acceptabi l i ty i n the group. 
l o 
The three groups are l ikely to vary with respect to 
the measure of r a t e r - t r a i t interact ion. This measure indi-
cates the tendency to assign high/low ratings on certain 
t r a i t s by certain ra te rs . 
CHAPTER - I I 
R E V I E W O F L I T E R A T U R E 
R E V I E W 0 F L I T E R A T U R E 
A man i s born, l ives and dies in a soc ie ty . Throughout 
his l i f e , he goes on making i n t e r ac t i ons and forming r e l a t i o n -
ships with o the r s . During these i n t e r a c t i o n processes, some 
persons emerge as populurs, some remain neglected, whereus, 
sorp.e become isol^-tes. Popui^-rity i s a scarce resource anc i s 
uvai iable t o only a small minority of ffople. Since long the 
researchers h^ve been in t e res t ed in knowing the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between soc ia l s to tus una cognitive or soc i a l psychological 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . In h i s thoiough review Hartup (1970) points 
out thvit no aspect of ch i l d r en ' s s o c i a l behaviour has received 
more a t t en t ion than peer acceptance or popular i ty . However, 
the technique to measure the peer acceptance in a soc i a l 
group i . e . the Sociometric Test, was pidneered by foreno 
(1934), who f i r s t used i t to measure peer acceotonce in a 
school s e t t i n g . Sociometery not only measures the popular i ty / 
i s o l a t i o n s t a t u s , but - I so provides a r i c h source of data from 
which inferences can be made aoout a wide variety of s o c i a l 
psychological processes which include f r iendship , i n t e r p e r -
sonal power, soc ia l excnunge and in t e rpe r sona l a t t r a c t i o n . 
Before giving a comprehensive review of l i t e r a t u r e , 
le t us have a glance on the methodological innovations of 
sociometric i n v e s t i g a t i o n . Original ly soc ia l choice data 
were examined in the form of ' sociograms' which are the 
graphic representations of who chooses whom within a group. 
Soon sociogroms were followed by matherridtical representa-
tions, which were less cumbersome than the drawing of 
sociograms. Ketz'(l950) punched card technique, or the 
scalogram technique, originully developed for Guttman's 
(l9b('!) scalogram analysis, are examples of e^rly innovations. 
However, sociometric data are most easily and perhaps 
most often arrayed os chooser (rows) by chosen (Columns) 
matrices. This arrangement was first of all sui,.gested by 
rorsyth and Katz (1946), It enables the appiiccition of 
mutric algebra to identify various complex structural 
properties of groups. Besides, it simplifies the counting 
of choices received by any one individual, ^ 'Methodological 
literature has been increased with the advanced computer 
age. The articles detailing and comparing the application 
of more complex matrix operations to sociometric analysis 
is increasing in number. Among the techniques available are 
direct graph theory (e.g., Flament, 1963» Horary, Norman 
and Cartwrigrit, 1965), factor analysis of choice matrices 
(e.g., Macrae, i960), multidimensional scaling (e.g. Reynolds, 
1976), economic or input output models (Hubell, 1965, 
Roistacher, 1974) etc. 
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The basic socicjmetric technique was generated between 
1918 and 1923. I t was followed by important researches on 
the par t of the other inves t iga tors* Newstetter, Fe lds te in 
and Newcomb (1938) applied sociometric technique to a boys' 
camp and some other grcwp s i t ua t i ons with p a r t i c u l a r a t ten-
t ion t o longi tudinal s tud ies of s t a b i l i t y of r e l a t i onsh ip . 
Using sociometry, Jenings (191+3) studied re la t ionsh ip among 
g i r l s in a s t a t e t r a in ing school. She iden t i f i ed s t a r s and 
i s o l a t e s and i den t i f i ed t h e i r personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s with 
the help of case s tud ie s . Hunt and Solomon (19"^) found 
several s ign i f ican t co r re l a t ions between personal i ty t r a i t s 
and group s t a t u s . 
The review of l i t e r a t u r e on sociometry reveals that the 
i den t i f i c a t i on of various var iab les to be re la ted to socio-
metric accep tab i l i ty has been the chief concern of resesurchers. 
In te l l igence i s one of the v a r i a b l e s , most frequently r e l a t ed 
t o sociometric s t a t u s . Heber (195^) reported a study in which 
the groups representing three l eve l s (namely high, average and 
low) of in t e l l i gence were compared i n terms of t he i r socio-
metric s t a t u s . The r e s u l t s showed t h a t chi ldren of high i n t e -
l l igence were markedly higher i n sociometric s t a tus than the 
children of low i n t e l l i g e n c e . This finding i s i n agreement 
with what was e a r l i e r reported by Grossman and Wrighter i^^k•Q) 
and Bonney ( 1 9 ^ ) . 
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Socio-economic s t a tus i s another variable which has 
been re la ted t o sociometric s t a tus of chi ldren. Early s tudies 
by Sower ( 1 9 ^ ) , Backer and Loomis (I9»f8), Campell (196W-), 
St . John (I97O) and S t . John and Lewis (1975) have shown 
that the chi ldren coming from higher socio-economic s ta tus 
and background have developed more pos i t ive other concepts 
than those belonging t o a lower socioeconomic background. 
However, the s tud ies conducted by Zuker and Barnett (1977) 
and Burzynski (1980) are representat ives of the approaches 
which envisage t h a t r e l a t ionsh ip between socioeconomic status^ 
far from being simple and d i r e c t , i s moderated by a large 
number of environmental and experimental f a c to r s . 
Researches have been reported i n which re l a t ionsh ip 
between sociometric choice and observed acceptance of chi ldren 
belonging t o d i f fe ren t r a c i a l groups has been explored. 
Gottmann (1977) found tha t while there was no re la t ionsh ip 
between sociometric choice and observed acceptance in a group 
of 3-5 years old , the r e l a t ionsh ip between sociometric r e j e c -
t i o n and negative i n t e r a c t i o n was moderately pos i t ive ( r = . 30 ) , 
Por te r (1971) using a projec t ive measure of sociometric 
acceptance found t h a t except for one group of White chi ldren 
re jec t ing Blacks i n sociometric choice; White 5 year olds 
selected Blacks most frequently as playmates. 
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A Study conducted by Joseph Hraba and Geoffrey Grant 
(I97O) examined the rac ia l preferences of Black children in an 
interracial se t t ing. I t was found that the majority of the 
black children preferred the black dol ls ; like the blacks the 
majority of the White children preferred the dolls of the i r 
own race. 
Structural character is t ics of family i s yet another 
factor related to popularity. The review of l i t e ra tu re reveals 
that structural character is t ics of family have significant 
effects on the popularity-isolation of peqple. Oden and 
Asher' s (1977) findings have shown that the social s k i l l 
dimension of popularity acquired by the children of differing 
bi r th order accounts for thei r popularity. This study i s 
further supported and confirmed by the investigation carried 
out by Miller and Maruyama (1976), They found that later-born 
children to be more popular than early-born children. In an 
analysis of t r a i t s associated with popularity i t was reported 
that positive interpersonal sk i l l s are responsible for the 
popul6u:ity of the later-born children. The first-born children 
are likely to dominate, coerce, and exploite younger siblings 
which subsequently influence the i r popularity adversely but 
later-born grow tolerance, accomodation, and therefore, enjoy 
more popular status than their older brothers and s i s t e r s . 
z. 
The impact of pa ren t s ' a t t i tude on the ch i l d r en ' s socio-
metric choices has a l so been the concern of social psychologis ts . 
An important study to determine the impact of parenta l values 
and a t t i t udes was conducted by Cohen (1977)« The r e s u l t s showed 
tha t the pear group homogenity, friendship pa t t e rns and i n t e r -
personal choices are s ign i f i can t ly influenced by parenta l 
a t t i t u d e s . 
Not only the parenta l values, but teachers values a l so 
have strong af fec t upon the popular i ty . In a study ca r r i ed 
out by Gerard, Jackson and Conolly (1975)> i t was found out 
tha t populari ty was stronglj^ affected by the t e a c h e r ' s va lues . 
The study was conducted i n mul t i -e thnic classrooms in which 
there was l a rge number of White chi ldren. Teachers were asked 
to r a t e the c h i l d r m ' s academic motivation and from th is 
teachers* b i a s scores were obtained. A biased teacher was 
one who underestimated the academic motivation of a chi ld 
belonging to minority group, as compared to the c h i l d ' s ac tual 
performance, and overestimated the academic motivation of 
white chi ldren. The teachers who expressed t h i s b i a s were 
compared t o those who did not underestimate the a b i l i t y of 
the minority chi ldren or overestimated the ab i l i t y of White 
chi ldren. An examination of the fr iendship nomination 
received by chi ldren i n those two types of classrooms revealed 
that the "more biased a teacher was towaird minority ch i ld ren , 
the fewer fr iendship choices those children received from 
Whites". 
PERS(aiALITY GHARAGTSRISTIGS; 
For those persons working with groups, i t i s becoming 
important not only to determine the sociometric r e l a t ionsh ips 
exis t ing within the groups, bu t a lso to have some knowledge 
of the persona l i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which are frequently asso-
ciated with socia l se lec t ion and re jec t ion . Northway and 
Wigdor (19M+) ca r r i ed out a. study where Rorschach wa^ employed 
to inves t iga te the personal i ty pa t t e rns of sociometrical ly 
selected groups. In t h e i r population of e ighth grade ch i ld ren , 
i t was found t h a t low sociometric s t a tus was usual ly associated 
with r ece i s s ive , schizoid, psychoneurotic pa t te rns and 
ine f f i c i en t ly aggressive behavior. 
A s imi la r study by Dahlke (1953) reveals t ha t perso-
na l i ty adjustment i s r e l a t ed to the i n t e r ac t i on and choice 
s ta tus i n the school. Poorly adjusted chi ldren would r a t e low 
as compared to those who are b e t t e r adjusted. Studies by 
Baron (19U9)| Bonney (19^3), Hardy (1937) | Bronfenbrenner 
(19^7), aihlien and Bretsch (191+7), and Northway (19^7) have 
indicated the r e l a t i o n s h i p between high socia l s t a tu s and 
the more pos i t i ve personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Underchosen 
i nd iv idua l s , i n these i n v e s t i g a t i o n s , have frequently been 
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found to possess personal i ty pa t te rns which imply the presence 
of emotional problems of a possibly serious order. Baron 
(1953) undertook a study t o bring out contr ibut ion of personal 
socia l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s to classroom socia l s t a tus and a l so 
the impact of such s t a tu s upon the ind iv idua l . The findings 
of the study were t ha t high s ta tus g i r l s seldom indica te the 
presence of adverse emotionality or a sense of Inordinate 
environmental demands. They compare themselves favourably 
with t h e i r pee r s , f e e l secure in s t a t u s , enjoy group a c t i v i t i e s , 
display "sys temat ic ' behaviour lnfre<luently and appear t o 
have es tabl ished sa t i s fac tory home and school r e l a t i onsh ips . 
Gir ls of average soc ia l s ta tus reveal some degree of over-
sens l t iveness and a sense of environmental pressure. G i r l s 
of low soc ia l s t a tus frequently indica te the presence of 
adverse emot ional i ty , a sense of excessive environmental 
demands and they compare unfavourably with peers . 
Mi l l s (1952) studied personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the 
most popular and l e a s t popular college s tudents . On the samples 
of 21 most popular and 21 l e a s t popular s tuden ts , the MMPI, 
Rorschach and TAT were administered. The res i i l t s Indicated 
tha t the two groups were s ign i f ican t ly d i f fe ren t i n t h e i r 
personal i ty p a t t e r n s . The MMPI r e s u l t s showed t h a t the most 
popular were; 
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a) l e s s deviant or eccent r ic in responding (F) , b) more 
defensive ( k ) , c) l e s s psychosthenic (PT), d) l e s s schizo-
phrenic (SC), e) l e s s manic (Ma). The Horschach i n t e r p r e -
t a t i on showed tha t popular students had matured form leve l 
and the unpopular had s igni f icant ly poorer form l e v e l . On 
the TAT, the popular students gave themes involving the more 
tender emotion of congeneial i ty , t r a n q u i l i t y , offering aid 
to the parent and showing contentment with a par tner of 
opposite sex. When h o s t i l i t y was aroused, the populars 
tended to give i t a d i r e c t expression. 
Pemann Solomon (1952) administered Six Personal i ty 
Variable Inventory on a group of sociometrically divided 
subjects . The r e s u l t s revealed that the sociometric s ta tus 
were re la ted to the r a t i ngs on such var iab les a s , generous-
s t ingy, a f fec t iona te-co ld , en thus i a s t i c - apa the t i c , but not on 
the var iab les l i ke submission-domination, shy-bold, stubborn-
y ie ld ing , e t c . 
Another study was conducted by Borg and Tupes (1958) 
to inves t iga t e the r e l a t i onsh ip between personal i ty charac-
t e r i s t i c s and leadership performances in d i f ferent task 
s i t u a t i o n s . Subjects of d i f ferent socicmetric s t a tus were 
asked to perform di f ferent t a sks . Judges were asked to r a t e 
personal i ty t r a i t s of the subjects on the bas i s of t h e i r 
observations of subjects ' performance on the task . The 
do 
r e su l t s showed t h a t the sociometric leaders were rated high 
on asse r t iveness , o rde r l i ne s s , extraversion and socigLl matu-
r i t y , while subjects low in sociometric s t a tu s were ra ted h i ^ 
on neuroticism, socia l inanaturity and lack of energy. Kirchoff 
(197U-) demonstrated t h a t sociometric populars with pos i t ive -
other concepts were more fo r t h r i gh t , s e l f -d i s c ip l i ned , s ens i -
t i v e , conforming, conscientious and spontaneous than those 
low on sociometric t e s t and with negative-other concept. 
The r e s u l t s of the study of DeGreda e t a i , (1966), where 
friendly and unfriendly couples were drawn on the bas i s of 
sociometric measurements, diowed t h a t friendly p a i r s were more 
s imi lar , perceived themselves as more s imi l a r , and i n t h e i r 
case perceived s imi la r i ty was higher than the objective 
s imi l a r i t y . 
Nayar (1962) wanted to find personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
of various sociometric groups l i k e populars , 'non- leaders ' and 
i s o l a t e s . His r e s u l t s revealed that leaders (populars) 
possessed maximum sociometric choices, * non-leaders ' maximum 
re jec t ions and the i s o l a t e s ranged between six percent pos i t ive 
and six percent negative choices. Analysis of subjects ' 
responses revealed t h a t i n scholas t ic apt i tude leaders were 
superior to non-leaders and i s o l a t e s . Academic leaders were 
l e s s ascendent and more submissive, while ex t r a - cu r r i cu l a r 
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leaders were more eiscendent and less submissive. On TAT, 
leaders gave va r ie ty of themes and b u i l t up r ich s t o r i e s , 
obviously superior t o non-leaders* 
Gaur (1967) undertook a study of personal i ty p r o f i l e s 
of i s o l a t e s i den t i f i ed on the bas is of sociometric ana lys i s . 
He used U-99 g i r l s and 551 boys as subjec ts . Resul ts revealed 
tha t the g i r l i s o l a t e s were i n t rove r t s and day dreamers, and 
were afredd of ant ic ipa ted l im i t a t i ons . The boy i s o l a t e s were 
reported to be d u l l , maladjusted, apprehensive, and suggesting 
no imaginative themes. 
Sharma (1970) conducted a study t o find out the most 
important f ac to r s t o be associated with the sociometric a l ly 
iden t i f i ed groups l i k e populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s . The 
r e s u l t s revealed t h a t a number of fac tors such as socio-
economic s t a t u s , socia l s k i l l s and personal i ty are pos i t i ve ly 
re la ted t o the popular i ty and i s o l a t i o n . Higher socio-economic 
s ta tus i n terms of parents* incOTie and education was re la ted 
with popular i ty and lower socio-economic s ta tus was r e l a t e d 
to i s o l a t i o n . Skilfulness was also found to be an important 
determinant of popular i ty , Populars were high on s k i l l s l ike 
making pen- f r iends , arranging exh ib i t ions , debat ing, a t h e l e t i c 
capabi l t i es , e t c . As far as personal i ty t r a i t s are concerned, 
i t i s reported t h a t : there i s l o t of s imi la r i ty i n the 
personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of unaccepted pup i l s , whereas 
those of accepted and unaccepted are d i ss imi la r . Populars 
are generally aggressive and over t , a s se r t i ve , coiarageous 
and vigorous, confident and they play super ior i ty ro les^ 
unaccepted pupi ls are submissive, non-confident, coward, weak, 
s e l f i sh and non-cooperative. 
Wani (I98O) i n a study found tha t the socicmetric 
populari ty i s r e l a t ed to socia l context. I t was found t h a t 
generally leadership r o l e s are aissumed by the populars - the 
subjects chosen as chums were more recept ive , warm, placid^ 
uninhibited and to le ra j i t . Ex t ra -cur r i cu la r leaders were 
aggressive, l i v e l y , free thinking and resoiarceful and 
academic leaders were more i n t e l l i g e n t , a l i t t l e cool , ru le 
bound, shy and shrewd. 
Wani (I982) undertook another study to verify whether 
personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , generally found associated with 
persons belonging t o d i f ferent socicmetric ca tegor ies in one 
cu l tu ra l group are a l so applicable to corresponding socio-
metric ca tegor ies found i n dif ferent cu l tu ra l groups. The 
expectat ion tha t socicmetric populars in one cu l ture may be 
d i f ferent i n t h e i r persona l i ty t r a i t s from thei r counterparts 
in another c u l t u r e , was based on the assiimption tha t each 
cu l tu re , according to i t s philosophy of l i f e , e x i s t e n t i a l 
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s i t u a t i o n s , types of r o l e s required for fu l f i l l i ng the primary 
and secondary needs, considers cer ta in personali ty charac te r -
i s t i c s of higher esteem than o thers . There wa^ much empirical 
evidence to support the contention that people l ike ly to 
emerge as popular are those who are characterized by the 
t r a i t s which are considered social ly desi rable by the members 
of the group who nominate them for di f ferent sociometric 
ca tegor ies . 
The standards of physical a t t rac t iveness vary from 
cul ture to cu l ture and from one time period to another. When 
we see p i c tu re s of the "beau t i fu l people?* from another time or 
p lace , we tend to laugh more often than to feel aweT^ruck. 
Nevertheless, within a p a r t i c u l a r cul ture a t a p a r t i c u l a r 
time, there i s f a i r l y good agreement as to j u s t who should 
be c l a s s i f i ed as beau t i fu l women or handsome men (Berscheid 
and Walster, 197^a). Researchers have invest igated the impact 
of physical a t t r ac t i venes s on social in t e rac t ion . Hecent 
researches demonstrate t ha t an ind iv idua l ' s physical a t t a r a c -
t iveness does affect o t h e r ' s react ion to him. Spec i f i ca l ly , 
i t inf luences f i r s t impressions of peers (Mil ler , 197^; Dion 
et . a l . , 1972) and heterosexual a t t r a c t i o n (Walster, I966; 
Berscheid e t a l . , 1971). Physically a t t r a c t i v e ind iv idua ls 
oa 
typ ica l ly receive more favourable evaluations than thei r l e s s 
a t t r a c t i v e counterpar ts . For example, i n the Dion e t a l . 
(1972) study, subjects infer red t h a t a t t r a c t i v e persons 
possessed more social ly des i rab le personal i ty t r a i t s than 
una t t r ac t i ve ind iv idua l s , e . g . , the former were seen as 
f r i e n d l i e r , warmer, more s t ab le and more s incere . Study of 
Dion aai i i l len Bersoheid 097W> ind ica te t ha t v ^ ^ g chi ldren ' s 
physical a t t r ac t i venes s i s relsited both to popularity in the i r 
peer groups and to p e e r ' s perception of the i r social behaviour. 
Mills and Aronson (1965) have d i r ec t l y demonstrated that 
physical a t t r ac t i venes s i s a u:3able source i n social 
inf luence. The r e s u l t s of the s tudies conducted by McWhiter 
(1959), Moss (1969), and Byrner (1971), i n di f ferent t e s t 
s i t u a t i o n s , revealed tha t attra^ctiveness had a posi t ive 
influence on in te rpersona l a t t r a c t i o n . 
A recent study of physical a t t r ac t iveness and popularity 
i n d i f f e ren t in te rpersona l s i tua t ions has been reported by 
Maddux (198O), who separated a group of 196 subjects on the 
bas is of sociometric analyses. The choice c r i t e r i a were: to 
enjoy together , to work toge ther , to play together , and to 
ta lk to each other . The study revealed t h a t on a l l these 
c r i t e r i a physical ly most a t t r a c t i v e subjects received mc 
choices than physica l ly l e s s a t t r a c t i v e . 
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The review of l i t e r a t u r e on sociometric choices revea ls 
that a very important aspect , i . e . the process of in terpersonal 
perception has been badly ignored. I t i s the process by which 
man comes to know and think about other persons, t he i r inner 
s t a t e s , q u a l i t i e s and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . In other words person 
perception means "impression formatiori*. The term perception 
i s taken sometimes as "apperception and cognit ion". I t i s 
also termed as soc ia l percept ion, person cognit ion and i n t e r -
personal percept ion. But many French wr i te rs have perhaps 
used the be s t term i . e . " l a Connaissance d 'an t ru i" which i n 
English means "knowledge of o thers" . Yet one more good term 
i s " soc ia l cognitiorf' given by Kaminski (1959, 1963). What-
ever the l a b e l , i t can not be denied tha t in terpersonal 
perception has got an important place in the process of 
in terpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Our perceptions of other persons 
se t the stage for our l a t e r i n t e r ac t ions with them. Since 
the purpose of the present study i s to find out tiie relevance 
of evaluat ion of the t r a i t s in self and other^^perception of 
populars neglectees and i s o l a t e s , i t was e s s e n t i a l to review 
the l i t e r a t u r e on person perception. 
His tor ica l l ;y , the study of person perception began with 
the work on recogni t ion of emotions more than a hundred years 
ago, when Charles Darwin published "The Expression of the 
Emotions i n Man and Animals" ( I872) . Darwin's writ ing stimu-
la ted a number of psychologists to look further in to this 
matter . Much of the experimental work in person perception 
upto the 193O deals with th i s problem. After that time, 
a t t en t ion was focused on the ab i l i t y to know others q u a l i t i e s 
ani on the processes leading to such knowledge and the subject 
of recogni t ion of emotions lay quiescent for some 15 years . 
Then i n I950j a r t i c l e s on recognit ion of emotioarbegan to 
appear again alongwith works on other aspects of person-
percept ion. Since the present study i s concerned with the 
biased components and 
/ t r a i t evaluat ion i n self and o ther /percept ion , the survey of 
l i t e r a t u r e on person perception would be r e s t r i c t e d to these 
p a r t i c u l a r a r e a s . 
Perceptua l , cognitive and affective processes a l l appear 
to play a p a r t when we form an impression of another person. 
These processes can also be cal led as the inpu t , mental, and 
output processes . I n the process of person percept ion the 
very f i r s t step i s the cue se lec t ion ( input ) process. Out 
of a l l the information available about the other person, the 
perceiver seems to notice only a par t of i t . The second s tep 
i s the combining of these informations. I n other words the 
perceiver construes the information selected in such a way as 
to infer general t r a i t s and var ie ty of other personal 
do 
c i i a r a c t e r i s t i c s . This i s followed by the th i rd phase i n which 
implicat ions are drawn as to \»riiat addi t ional q u a l i t i e s or 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s the other person might be expected to possess . 
1. CUE SEIEGTION (INPUT); 
Many researchers became In te res ted i n knowing the major 
cues, information, and concepts tha t people use in forming an 
impression or in thinking about o the r s . 
What an indiv idual notices about h i s fellowmen v a r i e s , 
of course, with the cu l tu re . As Hallowell (1951) pointed out , 
the Ojibway male apparently not ices f i r s t whether or not a 
women i s a totemic s i s t e r (and sexually taboo). We may 
perceive a person ' s general dress f i r s t , or h i s seeming d i r e c t -
ness , or h i s warmth or aloofness. One • s cul ture and the 
demands of the s i t u a t i o n play an important ro le i n focussing 
one ' s a t t en t ion on c e r t a i n aspects . 
a) Effect of the APPearancet 
Appearance plays an important role i n person perception 
by es tab l i sh ing the iden t i ty of the other person and enabling 
the perceiver to categorize him i n terms of age, sex, perhaps 
social c lass and a var ie ty of other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Stone 
(1962) reported tha t most people assume tha t an individual 
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expresses himself through h i s appearance, thereby providing 
valuable information about h i s values, t a s t e s and a t t i t u d e s ; 
he may, perhaps, reveal some of h i s personal i ty t r a i t s , such 
as carefulness or fas t id iousness , and betray h i s moods - for 
example, whether he i s gedly or sombrely dressed. 
spec i f i c fea tures of persons appearance may be used 
as c lues to personal q u a l i t i e s . Secord and h i s colleagues 
(1958) have inves t iga ted the par t played by physiognomic 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Their work ind ica tes that two d i s t i n c t 
aspects of the face are importsuit: (a) the s t r u c t u r a l or 
physiognomic aspect ( for example, length of face , height of 
brow) and (b) the expressive features brought about by the 
contract ions of the f ac i a l masculature (for example, type of 
smi le ) . Their s tud ies a l so reveal tha t subjects show cons i -
derable agreement i n a t t r i bu t ing personal i ty t r a i t s to faces 
with p a r t i c u l a r physiognomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , although some 
individual and group differences exis t* 
Some s tudies have inves t iga ted the p a r t i c u l a r physio-
gnomic cues u t i l i z e d for in fe r r ing personal i ty t r a i t s . Secord 
and Muthard (1955) had subjects r a t e photographs of young 
women on physiognomic and personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and from 
the r a t i n g s they were able to ident i fy those a t t r i b u t e s of 
appearance responsible for the impressions. For example, 
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woman who has narrow eyes , a relaxed mouth with thick l i p s 
and l o t s of l i p s t i c k were seen as more sexually a t t r a c t i v e , 
passionate and feminate than woman with t h i n , s t r a igh t l i p s , 
a compressed mouth and wearing l i t t l e l i p s t i c k ; moral charac-
t e r was associated with b r i ^ t eyes. Similarly Secord, Dukes, 
and Bevan (195^) demonstrated that men with a dairk complexion, 
coarse o i ly skin , heavy eyebrows and a s t r a i g h t mouth were 
perceived as h o s t i l e , quick tempered, shy, boorish and 
conceited. A pleasant expression, regular features and neat 
appearance are pos i t ive ly correlated with judgements of 
i n t e l l i genc e (Cook, 1939). 
The e f f ec t on impression formation of other aspects of 
appearance, such as b u i l d , has received l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n , 
despi te the i n t e r e s t of P s y c h i a t r i s t s , such as Kretschmer 
(1936) and psychologists l ike Sheldon (19^0, 19U2) who have 
shown the r e l a t i o n s h i p between body bu i ld , personal i ty and 
mental i l l n e s s . Secord and Backman (196^) poin t out tha t body 
build i s an Important cue to personal i ty impressions, though 
the impression may not be va l id . 
People can arr ive a t some evaluat ion of another person 
from almost any da ta (Asch, 19M^). This has been shown i n 
various s tudies using a great var iety of cues, such as ac tua l 
person, photographs, voice recordings , t r a i t information, 
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posture (Ekman, 196M-), schematic representat ions of persons 
(Rosenberg and Langer, 1965), and paths described by a person 
(Taigur i , 1960a). 
AS Brunswik (1956) and Heider (1958) have made c l e a r , 
cues are interchangeable and a great var iety of them can lead 
one to a t t r i b u t e to another cer ta in t r a i t s or d i s p o s i t i o n s . 
I t i s the a t t r i bu t ed d i s t a l , covert "dispositional** q u a l i t i e s 
(Bfeidei's term) of the other tha t serve to guide one 's beha-
vior toward him, and i t i s with these the perce iver i s 
u l t imate ly concerned. Jones and Davis (1965) l^ave given a 
very helpful t reatment of the process of a t t r i b u t i n g d i spos i -
t ions from a c t s . Some d ispos i t ions and s t a t e s are more 
important var iab les i n in t e rac t ion than o thers ; cues to tiiese 
may draw special a t t en t i on . Among the aspects of another to 
which a person p a r t i c u l a r l y attends to are h i s i n t e n t i o n s , 
especia l ly when the act ion i s directed towards the beholder . 
Indeed, there i s a general tendency to see o thers as ' o r i g i n s ' 
and ' responsib le agents ' of actions (Heider, 1958aj Pepi tone, 
1958). 
People ' s feel ing toward and reac t ions to c r i t i c i sm and 
depr ivat ion vary dramatically according to vrtiether the other 
person i s seen as having ' intended*, or as having been respon-
s ib le for the negative act ion. This suggests t h a t people may 
be very a l e r t to and watchful for cues of t h i s aspect of the 
6. 
other (Hastorf, 196^; Jones and de Charms, 1958; S t r ick land , 
1958; S t r ick land, Jones and Smith, I96O; Thibaut and Riecken, 
1955)* Two other aspects t h a t seem strongly to a t t r a c t the 
beholders a t t en t ion are a person 's good-bad q u a l i t i e s (Haider, 
1958b; Osgood, 1953) and his r e l a t ive •power' (Pepitone , 1958). 
The a t t r i b u t e s of the other person to which a t t en t ion i s given 
depend on the mot ivi t ional s ta te of the judge (Berlew and 
Williams, ^9(>h), 
b) Ef fec t of contextual f ac to r s ; 
The beholder has two external sources of information 
about the s t a t e s , f ee l ings , a t t r i b u t e s , and in t en t ions of the 
o t h e r s ; ( i ) the object person, and ( i i ) the s i t u a t i o n or 
context of the objec t . Usually a person i s seen i n a context , 
and the perceiver u t i l i z e s cues from both the person and the 
s i t u a t i o n . Indeed, i t i s by using the 'combination' of 
information avai lable from both these sources t h a t we a r r ive 
very often a t judgements tha t are suf f ic ien t ly cor rec t to 
form the bas i s of smooth in t e r ac t ion -with our soc ia l environ-
ment (Ta igur i , I951+). 
Contextual factors affect the percept ion of a soc ia l 
stimulus i n much the same way as ' f i e l d ' var iable affect the 
perception of physical s t imul i ; the meaning of a stimulus 
var ies with the s i t ua t i on . Asch ( 1 9 ^ ) suggested tha t the 
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meaning of a t r a i t depends upon the other t r a i t s a person i s 
thought to possess . St r ich and Secord (1956) showed how the 
perception of physiognomic a t t r i b u t e i s affected by the other 
physionomic a t t r i b u t e s the person i s seen to possess, Gline 
(1956) using l i n e drawings, showed that the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
a f ac i a l expression was affected by the expression on a second 
face adjacent to i t . Levy (I960) reported a cont ras t e f f ec t 
i n person percept ion. Target photographs presented i n the 
context of two other photographs were rated i n the opposite 
manner t o the contextual photographs i f the contextual 
photographs gave r i s e to common judgements. Holmes and 
Berkowitz (1961) reported a s imi lar effect i n judgements 
of p leasantness . A pleasant person seems more pleasant sifter 
seeing an unpleasant person. 
c) The e f fec t of order of presentat ion; 
The layman's notion tha t f i r s t impression are important 
has been supported by experimental evidence. Asch ( 1 9 ^ ) 
presented subjects with a l i s t of d i sc re te t r a i t s . A second 
group of subjects were presented with the same l i s t i n reverse 
order . The two l i s t s gave r i s e to d i f ferent impressions 
presumably because adject ives presented e a r l i e r in the s e r i e s 
had a g rea te r e f fec t than those presented l a t e r . Other 
experiments using t r a i t l i s t s got s imilar r e s u l t s (Anderson 
and Bar r io s , 1961; Anderson and Hubert, I963; Aolerson aai 
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Norman, 196^-', and Anderson, 19^5). 
Asch suggested that the I n i t i a l words in a l i s t modify 
the meaning of l a t e r words. For example, the term 'cunning' 
w i l l give the word ' c l eve r ' a meaning which i s s imilar t o 
word ' shrewd' . Methodological d i f f i c u l t i e s have hindWi 
experimental exaudnation of t h i s idea. However, Anderson 
and Lampell (I965) repor t that the meaning of a personal i ty 
t r a i t i n the context of two other t r a i t s was not affected 
by the context i f the subject was ins t ruc ted t o ra te tiie 
t r a i t i t s e l f . I f they were told to regard the three t r a i t s 
as belonging t o the same person, the meaning of the t e s t 
t r a i t was displaced towards the contextual t r a i t s (Wyer and 
Watson, 1969). 
An a l t e rna t ive explanation of the primaqy ef fec t given 
by Anderson and Hubert (I963) suggests tha t ins tead of a 
sh i f t i n meaning, l a t e r items merely carry l e s s weight than 
the i n i t i a l i tems and l e s s a t t en t ion i s paid to them possibly 
because of overloading of the subjects information-processing 
capaci ty, A study by Anderson (I965) provides some support 
for the idea that subjects use an averaging process . Traindis 
and Fishbein (19^3) suggest tha t a summation model i s more 
appropr ia te . Lovie and Davies (I97O) discuss the appl ica t ion 
of Bayes Theoram to the problem of combining information 
about persons. Luchins (1957a) obtained a marked primacy 
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ef fec t by using two blocks of information which described a 
teenage boy. One block described him behaving i n an ex t r a -
overted manner, the other in an in t rover ted manner. Despite 
the strong evidence i n favor of primacy e f f e c t s , s l i gh t a l t e ra -
t ions in the experimental conditions would completely remove 
them. Luchins (1957b) showed that they could be reduced 
e i t h e r by warning the subject not to make snap judgements, 
or by in t e rpo la t ing a similar warning or an unrelated t a s k , 
such as an ar i thmetic t e s t , between the two blocks of i n fo r -
mation. The in te rpola ted tasks were the most e f f ec t i ve ; 
probably because they decreased the l ikel ihood of the two 
blocks being perceived as a t o t a l u n i t . This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
i s supported by the work of Asch (19^)« 
I n conclusion, i t appeairs tha t people use a l a rge 
var ie ty of cues to make inferences about the s t a t e s of mind 
and personal q u a l i t i e s of other persons. 
2 . GCMBINING IMPBESSICHS; 
All the information available about the other person 
i s combined by the perceiver i n various ways to achieve a 
unif ied and organized impression. So, the second s tep i n 
the process of person perception i s the combining of the 
informations. I n other words, the perceiver construes the 
information selected in such a way as to infer general t r a i t s 
and a va r ie ty of other personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 
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I n a l l cognitive complex processes , there i s a tendency 
to 'maximize balance* and to 'avoid dissonance of elements' 
(Asch, 1952; Bramel, 1963; Pepitone and Hayden, 1955; Secord, 
Beckman and Eachus, I961+). The other person i s viewed as more 
homogeneously good or bad than he can be shown to be when his 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are independently measured. Information i n t e -
grat ion theory (Anderson, 197M-) offers an approach for under-
standing how people combine stimulus information when making 
judgements and dec i s ions . The theory seeks to determine the 
nature of the in t eg ra t ion rule (e.g"., adding, averaging, multi-
plying) employed by people i n various response domains. The 
t a rge t person i s thought of as a configuration of highly 
in tegra ted c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ( t r a i t s , emotions, e t c ^ . 
I n shor t , i t seems tha t people seek to combine the 
inferences drawn from a large variety of cues to accompli^ 
a unif ied and organized impression. This leads to the i n t e r -
p re t a t ive and extended inferences which are very much 
influenced by the judges personal i ty t r a i t s and se l f percep-
t i on . 
a) The ef fec t of personal i ty t r a i t s and motive of kludge; 
There i s a la rge number of s tudies on the r e l a t ionsh ips 
between person perception and the personal i ty of the judge. 
Since Murray's (1933) ear ly experiment on the ef fec ts of fear 
arousal upon ch i ld r en ' s perceptions of photographs, a 
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considerable number of attempts have been made to demonstrate 
that people tend t o a t t r i b u t e (p ro jec t ) t h e i r own repressed 
feel ings and social ly undesirable cha r ac t e r i s t i c s to other 
people. 
Authoritarianism i s a t r a i t tha t has received consi-
derable a t t en t ion (Jones , 195^; Scodel and Friedman, 195^5 
Crockett and Meidinger, 1956; Kates, 1959 and Lipe tz , 1960), 
Authori tar ians tend to see other people as s imi lar to them-
selves and hence r a t e stimulus persoaJiiglier on au tho r i t a r i an -
ism, power and leadership than do non-author i tar ians (Kates, 
1959)* They also appear to use evaluative responses more 
readi ly and to make more extreme evaluative responses thdn do 
non-authori tar ians (Warr and «Slos, I965). High s ta tus 
persons are usually seen i n a more favourable l l ^ t by autho-
r i t a r i a n s tiian by non-author i tar ians (Jones , 195^-) but 
au thor i t a r i ans show more generalized fea r , suspicion, aiid 
mora l i s t i c condemnation of s t rangers (Desoto, Kuethe and 
Wunderlich, I960), The impressions formed by au thor i t a r i ans 
tend t o be more r e s i s t a n t to change than those formed by 
non-authori tar ians (S te iner and Johnson, I963). In general , 
they appear to be l e s s sens i t ive ±n t h e i r percept ion of other 
people, although th i s p o s s i b i l i t y has been questioned by 
Schulberg (196I) , When forming impressions, au thor i t a r i ans 
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make more use of ex te rna l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and cues, such as 
socia l c l a s s , than do non-authori tar ians (Wilkins and deCharms, 
1962). 
The tendency to see others as l ike oneself i s t rue of 
individuals other than au thor i t a r i ans . Fensterheim and 
Tresse l t (1953) showed that subjects tend to a t t r i b u t e values 
d i s s imi la r to t h e i r own to people they d i s l i k e , but a t t r i b u t e 
values s imi lar to t h e i r own to people they l i k e . There i s 
a tendency for people to assume ttiat o thers are s imi la r to 
themselves. Attempts to measure 'assumed similai^ity* have 
had l imited success because of methodological shortcomings 
of the sor t tha t have hindfred the development of a s a t i s f a c -
tory measure of accuracy (Cronbach, 1958 and Cl ine , ^^(>i+), 
Benedeth and H i l l (I960) have argued tha t the cen t r a l i t y of 
a t r a i t a t t r i bu ted to another person var ies with the s t rength 
of the same t r a i t i n the perceiver . They reported tha t t h e i r 
subjects so c i ab i l i t y scores on a questionnaire were s i g n i f i -
cantly r e l a t ed to the impressions they formed of people who 
were said to be sociable and unsociable. 
Neuroticisro i s an important personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
t ha t may be re la ted to impression formation, Rabin (1962> 
found g rea te r di f ferences between maladjusted subjec ts , and 
normal subjects i n t h e i r judgement of o the r s . Shrauger and 
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Altrochi (196if) suggested a curv i l inear r e l a t ionsh ip between 
adjustment and d i f f e r en t i a t i on , with d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n increasing 
from a low leve l among extremely defensive people ( repressors ) 
to a maximum among people with normal ins igh t i n to self and 
o the r s , and i t decreases t o a low l eve l among people with 
severe personal i ty d is turbances , tha t i s , disrupted defences. 
Altrocchi (1961) found that among a group of normals, 
repressors d i f fe ren t ia ted l e s s than did s e n s i t i z e r s . 
b) Self-perception; 
Self-percept ion holds an importaxit place i n determining 
the perception of o thers . People d i f f e r i n the i r self-image 
and t h i s causes differences i n their percept ion of other 
people. People may perceive others in such a way as to 
pro tec t or enhance t h e i r concept of themselves (Peterson, 
197M-). 
Self-percept ion theory (Beng, 1972} Kelly, I967) 
a s s e r t s tha t i n knowing ourselves , we are e s sen t i a l l y i n the 
same pos i t ions as any outside observer of ourselves and must 
in fe r our emotions, a t t i t udes and a b i l i t i e s frcm the way we 
behave. This recent version of se l f -percept ion theory i s 
s imi lar to many e a r l i e r theor ies of in te rpersonal perception 
notably those of Haider (1958a), James (1890), xtyle (19^-9) 
and Skinner (1971). 
Powel Lewick (1983) in a study has shown t h a t the more 
desirable the sel f r a t ing on a dimension the more cen t ra l t ha t 
dimension i s i n perceiving others . 
David (193O) in a study has found t h a t subjects descr ip-
t ions of t he i r own pe r sona l i t i e s cor re la te well with desc r ip -
t ions contributed by the i r peers , especisuLly on t r a i t s high i n 
socia l d e s i r a b i l i t y . 
Self i s involved in processes of forming impressions 
of others and even very small s i tua t iona l changes i n self-
image are capable of producing re la ted speci f ic changes i n 
images of other people (Powel Lewick, I983) . Self schemata 
may be c ruc ia l in formulating descr ip t ions and evaluat ions 
about other people (Kuiper and Rogers, 1979; Markus and 
Smith, I98O; Kuiper, I98I ) . 
Self -percept ion, self-esteem, sel f -acceptance, self-
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valuat ions and self- regard have often been used interchangfebly. 
However, ce r ta in conceptual naunances may have been ob l i t e ra t ed 
in such gross c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . An important d i s t i n c t i o n may 
be drawn oetween self-esteem and sel f -acceptance. On the 
majority of t e s t s purpoting to measure se l f -es teem, persons 
who a t t r i b u t e to themselves a h i ^ percentage of pos i t ive 
t r a i t s and a low percentage of negative t r a i t s are considered 
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to be high in self-esteem (Marlowe, I96if). However, as Rogers 
(1959) has pointed out , the person who i s high i n self-
acceptance i s wil l ing to accept both pos i t ive and negative 
a t t r i b u t e s i n to h i s self-conception. Horland, J a n i s and 
Kielly (I953) anl Growne and MarlowC( 196^-) have suggested, 
for example, tha t the person low in se l f - regard may have a 
strong need for social approval. I t a lso seems plaus ib le 
t ha t the low self-regarding person may have a very incons i s -
t e n t and diffuse s e l f -p i c tu re . He may e s s e n t i a l l y be ensnared 
between the feel ing that he may be i n f e r i o r and the intense 
des i re to excel . The r e su l t may be a highly v a c i l l a t i n g 
approach to social i n t e r ac t ion . 
3 , EVALUATION OF THE TARGET (OUTPUT); 
a) Di f fe ren t i a t ion i n the output; 
The t r a i t s and other concepts used to describe and 
conceptualize other people cons t i tu te the perce ivers i n t e r -
personal cognitive system which i s the par t of h is general 
cognit ive system. Subjects with highly d i f f e r en t i a t ed 
cognit ive system appear to be more aware of pos i t ive and 
negative a t t r i b u t e s in the same person (Crocket t , I965). 
They are able to in tegra te conf l ic t ing information b e t t e r 
than the subjects with l e s s d i f fe ren t i a t ed system (Nidorf 
and Crocket t , 1965; and Mayo and Crockett , 196^-). 
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A cognitive system can be described in terms of i t s 
degree of d i f f e ren t i a t ion and organization. In t eg ra t ion of 
conf l ic t ing information and the degree to which fine d i s t i n c -
t ions are made about others a re , therefore , two important 
aspects of the output of person perceptions which led to 
the discovery of ce r t a in cognitive s t y l e s . 
I n d i v i d u a l ' s cognitive process^are independent of the 
nature of object Involved. Collin and itosenberg (195^) showed 
tha t persons able to*integrate a se r i es of p o l i t i c a l , r e l i -
gious and economic terms into broader ca tegor ies also tended 
to r e l a t e personal i ty t r a i t s even I f they were Incongruous. 
The degree of d i f fe ren t i a t ion i n person percept ion has 
been variously measured. The most common operat ional de f in i -
t ion I s the variance of a person' s judgement of a group of 
object on a p a r t i c u l a r a t t r i b u t e . No cons is tent r e s u l t s 
ex i s t on cognitive complexity so defined and i t s r e l a t i o n to 
pe r sona l i t y , possibly because high scores can be obtained 
both by making fine d i s t inc t ions over the e n t i r e range of 
an a t t r i b u t e and by using many extreme r a t i ngs (Shrauger and 
Al t rocch l , 196»f). 
Other measures of d i f f e r en t i a t i on define i t more 
spec i f i ca l ly as the number of Independent dimensions used 
"to 
in charac ter iz ing or c lassifying others (B ie r i , 19^1). Some 
empirical co r r e l a t e s of d i f f e r en t i a t i on have been reported. 
B i e r i (1955) found that there are r e l i ab le differences in 
cognit ive complexity so defined, on the one hand, and 
cognit ive complexity and abst ract ion q u a l i t i e s in conceiving 
other persons , on the other hand. He reported tha t d i f f e r -
en t i a t i on varied inversely with the tendency to assumed 
s imi l a r i ty and d i r ec t ly with the measure accuracy in his 
study. The more abs t rac t individuals seem b e t t e r able to 
i n t eg ra t e somewhat confl ic t ing t r a i t s a t t r ibu ted to a person 
(Harvey, Hunt and Schroder, 1961; Harvey and Schroder, 19^3; 
Mayo aol Crockett , I96if>. 
People dif fer i n " theor ies" they "have" about human 
nature and personal i ty . Such notions, often i m p l i c i t , 
influence the type of q u a l i t i e s and cues they pa r t i cu l a r l y 
note i n others as well as the i n f e r en t i a l process involved. 
There i s considerable evidence, for insteuice, tha t ind iv idua ls 
d i f f e r cons is ten t ly i n the t r a i t s they use and in the w e i ^ t 
they give to t r a i t s in t he i r perception and thoughts about 
others (Hommetveit, I960). Some people tend to describe 
other persons i n terms of ex te rna l , surface and physical 
t r a i t s , o thers in terms of inner and psychological t r a i t s 
( B i e r i , 1961; Sarbin, 1951+; Wolin, 1956). 
^b 
b) Sex d i f ferences in the output? 
Whenever inves t iga to r s have analysed the i r da ta sepaira-
te ly for male and female judges, they have observed differences . 
Among ch i ld ren , females describe adult f igures in a l e s s 
d i f f e ren t i a t ed and more favourable manner than do males (Kohn 
and F ied le r , 196l)« I n describing o t h e r s , boys focus on 
aggression, nonconformity, and a t t r i b u t e s re levant to physical 
r ec rea t ion , while g i r l s refer more to nurturant behaviour, 
happiness, physical appearance, and soc ia l s k i l l s (Cami^ll 
and iladkeyarrow, 195^; Dornbusch e t a l . , 1965; Hastorf, 1962). 
Woman have a greater tendency towsu^i sterfotyping than 
men, seem to be l e s s ana ly t ica l and more i n t u i t i v e , and use 
more psychological ( a s opposed to physical) terms than men 
(Gol l in , 1958; Sarbin, 195>+; Wolin, 1955). Otter s tud ies 
of sex dif ferences support these findings (Beach and 
Wertheimer, I96I; Secord and Muthard, 1955; Shapiro and 
Tagillri , 1959; Wertheimer, i960). Exl ine (I963) has reported 
tha t women, more than men, seem to focus v isua l ly on those 
with whom they i n t e r a c t , perhaps relying more than men on 
visual cues. When the option e x i s t s , women seek more infor -
mation about o thers than men do (Nidorf and Crockett , 196l|.). 
I n shor t inves t iga to r s have observed sex differences 
in person percept ion. 
t)0 
c) Social In t e rac t ion and Impression formation; 
The existence of a def in i te psychological r e l a t i onsh ip 
between one person and another i s l i k e l y to affect the 
impressions formed. For example, one ' s in terpersonal r e l a -
t ionship tha t i s l i ke ly to have a great e f f ec t i s the degree 
of l i k i n g . Liking exe r t s a considerable influence on the 
t r a d t s we assign to other people (Lot t , Lo t t , Reed and Crow, 
I97O and Fensterheim and Tresse l t , 1953)* Subjects tend t o 
assign fewer favourable t r a i t s to people they d i s l i ke (Pas tore , 
1960a, 1960b) and l ik ing helps to determine the frequency 
with which we i n t e r a c t with the other person, and t h i s i n 
turn determines the variety of behaviour we encounter. 
Tagiuri (1953) drew a t ten t ion to the need to uncover the 
determinants of l i k ing and d i s l ik ing i n groups. 
I n addi t ion , the p a r t i c u l a r words chosen to describe 
we l l - l i ked , neutral and d is l iked actual persons d i f f e r s ign i -
f i can t ly (Lot t , Lo t t , fleed and Grow, I97O), Lott and Lott , 
(197O) found tha t children drew p ic tu res of t h e i r peers which 
varied s ign i f i can t ly both i n d e t a i l and i n s ize of head r e l a -
t ive to body depending upon whether the peer drawn was l i ked , 
d i s l iked or was regarded neu t ra l ly , and tha t o ther samples 
of chi ldren chose t o look at p ic tu res of highly l iked peers 
more than they did at p ic tu res of l e s s l iked ones. In s t i l l 
another study (Lot t , Lott and Walsli, 1970) » adult students 
learned to associate nonsense sy l lab les with the names of 
well-known public f igu res , or peers , with r e l i ab ly d i f ferent 
numbers of e r r o r s depending on t h e i r degree of a t t r a c t i o n to 
the person. 
d) E r ro r s i n evaluation: 
I n the process of ra t ing personal i ty a t t r i b u t e s , several 
"Judgemental effects" affect the process . The best known of 
these i s the ' h a l o - e f f e c t ' , a term coined by Thorndike (1920). 
I t had been noted as eau:ly as 19^7 by Wells who found tha t 
judges tended to ra te subjects on several t ra i i t s i n terms of 
a general impression of goodness or badness (the "halo") and 
tha t t h i s introduced a spuriously high co r r e l a t i on i n t o the/V 
r a t i n g s . With great ingenui ty , l a t e r i n v e s t i g a t o r s have 
worked out procedures for minimizing the e f f ec t of the ha lo . 
These inves t iga to r s were more in t e re s t ed i n r a t ing methods 
than i n judgemental phenomena. Yet the ef fec t i t s e l f has 
become i n t e r e s t i n g i n i t s own r igh t (Hommetveit, 196O; Hugg, 
1921a, 1921b), r e f l e c t as i t does a tendency on the pa r t of 
the subject to "package" the myriad impressions he receive 
from another person. Halo seems to increase with increase 
acquaintenace (Symonds, 1925, 1931). 
t)L> 
A somewhat re la ted tendency towards packaging informa-
t ion was described by Ifewcomb (1931^- Guilfoixl (193^) cal led 
i t the • logica l e r r o r ' . I t was noted that Judges have c e r t a i n 
conceptions as to what t r a i t s go with what other t r a i t s . Thus, 
i f one r a t e s a person high on aggressiveness, one may be 
disposed t o ra te him high, r a the r than low, i n energy. 
T h i s ' e r r o r ' , of course, has become the subject of much 
d i r e c t research by psychologists i n t e r e s t ed i n formation of 
Impressions ( for example, Asch, 19W6). 
Above mentioned general cognitive tendencies can be 
viewed as proper t ies of the typical ' i m p l i c i t personal i ty 
theory ' . I n the area of person percept ion, the psychological 
frame work of inferences t ha t l inks one t r a i t to another has 
generally been referred to as a ' lay* or i m p l i c i t theory of 
pe r sona l i ty . The or ig inal work on ' i m p l i c i t t heo r i e s ' and 
•cognitive s t ruc tu re ' vas reported by Asch ( 1 9 ^ ) , although 
he did not use these terms. He attempted to demonstrate t h a t , 
i n the course of es tabl ishing an Impression, some personal 
q u a l i t i e s have more influence than o t h e r s . The idea of an 
imp l i c i t or ' l a y ' theory of personal i ty was put forward by 
Bruner and Tagiuri (195^) and then by Cronbach (1955), 
Hirschberg and Jennings (1980), Rosenberg and Sedlock (1972). 
After the publ icat ion of Brunner and Tag iu r i ' s (195^) seminal 
bo 
a r t i c l e "The Perception of People" , a great deal of research 
has been devoted to the study of impl ic i t personal i ty theory 
i n p a r t i c u l a r (Schneider, 1973), &ncl to study the impl i c i t 
psychology more generally (Wegner and Vallacher, 1972). 
•Leniency effect ' i s the tendency to rate others (and 
also oneself) high on favorable t r a i t s and low on unfaivorable ^ 
ones. Such a judgemental tendency markedly affects t r a i t -
a t t r i b u t i o n s tud ies , such as the inves t iga t ion of t r a i t 
project ion by Sears (1936). The tendency toward leniency 
might well reduce the l ikel ihood t h a t one would projec t one' s 
own undesirable c h a r ac t e r i s t i c s on o thers . 
Another well-known tendency i s s tereotyping, the general 
i nc l i na t i on to place a person in categor ies according to scsne 
eas i ly and quickly iden t i f i ab le c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s such as age, 
sex, eti inic membership, na t iona l i t y , or occupation, and then 
to a t t r i b u t e t o him q u a l i t i e s believed to be typica l of members 
of t ha t category. Stereotyping does not necessar i ly lead to 
inaccuracy; sometimes i t leads to more 'accurate ' inferences 
about others than does de ta i l ed information about each i n d i -
vidual person (Crow, 1957? Gage, 1952; Soskin, 1959). 
'Assumed s imi l a r i t y ' ( f i r s t reported by Hanks, 1936 ) — 
the i n c l i n a t i o n under cer ta in circumstances to a t t r i b u t e to 
o thers responses one would give oneself , a form of project ion — 
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generates high accuracy scores for judges who happen to be 
s imi la r t o the persons judged. This confounds accuracy, as 
an a b i l i t y , with for tu i tous actual s imi la r i ty between the 
other person and the judge (Bender and Hastorf, 195^, 1953; 
Winslow, 1937). Kielley and Fiske (1951) conclude tha t the 
modest cor re la t ion between c r i t e r i o n ( t e s t responses) and 
judgements found in the s tudies of in terpersonal judgements 
were la rge ly due to a match between the judges and the 
object person ' s "favourabi l i ty" se t toward the i tems. 
Accuracy of Person-Perception; 
Accuracy in perceiving conveyed impressions i s also 
important to impression-management formulations ( e . g . , 
Baumeister, 1982; Goffman, 1959; Jones , 196U-; Schelenker, 
1980, 1985)» which p o s i t tha t people are often concerned 
about the impressions they are conveying t o o thers . People 
who are individual ly accurate might know, for example, t ha t 
they are popular, but they wi l l not necessari ly know which 
specif ic persons l i k e them the most and, therefore , they may 
not be dyadically accurate. In con t ras t , those who are 
dyadically accurate can d is t inguish t he i r fr iends from t h e i r 
enemies, bu t they may not necessarily know how they are 
regarded by a group as a whole. The attainment of individual 
accuracy might be important to people deciding whether to 
pursue or maintain membership in vsirious formal or informal 
groups whereas the achievement of dyadic accuracy might be 
useful to people deciding which pa r t i cu l a r r e l a t i onsh ip t o 
pursue. In a recent study by De Paulo e t a l . ^198^ , subjects 
were accurate to a significaint degree about the impressions 
they conveyed to the i r pa r tners . 
While concluding the review of l i t e r a t u r e , i t may be 
observed tha t although the two areas i . e . , socicmetry and 
person perception have been studied extens ive ly , no attempt 
has been made t o l i nk the two areas . The r e l a t ionsh ip 
between these two aspects i s expected to be helpful i n 
answering the question as to vrtiy ce r ta in persons are 
populars , while others are i s o l a t e s or neglectees . 
CHAPTER - I I I 
M E T H O D & P R O C E D U R E 
DD 
M fi y fl g p A wp P R Q c a p y f l B 
The purpose of the present study i s to bring out: 
» 
1, the differences in the self euid ot he re perception of 
populars, neglectees and i so la tes , when they are 
required to evaluate the i r ownself aM others on a 
l i s t of 16 opposite pairs of adjectives; 
2* the differences among three groups in the evaluation 
of 32 adjectives (unfolded from the 16 pairs-) in terms 
of social des i rabi l i ty , importance and rarenessj and 
3. the differences among the three groups in terms of 
various bias components v i z , , leniency e r ror , halo-
effect and r a t e r - t r a i t interaction, in the i r rat ings. 
Operational Analysis of the Variables; 
Following are the operational definitions of the 
terms used in th i s study. 
a) Sociometric Status) 
Socicmetric status and social status are used 
interchangeably. Both terms refer to "the number of choices 
that each individual receives in a network of interpersonal 
relat ions^. 
t i * 
b) Social Structi ire: 
Social s t ructure re fers t o "the pa t t e rns of choices 
t o and from individuals revealing the network of i n t e r -
personal r a t i ngs among group members^. 
c) Sociometric Test: 
A method of evaluating the socia l s t ruc tu re i s the 
sociometric t e s t . 
d) Sociomatriz: 
Sociomatrix, a two fold t a b l e , i s the convenient way 
of organizing the sociometric r e s u l t s . 
e) Sociometric Categories: 
i ) Popular: An individual receiving more choices on 
sociometric t e s t s than could be expected by chance 
a lone, i s a popular* He i s sometimes cal led a 
' s t a r ' . 
i i ) Me e l ec t ees : The individual receiving r e l a t i ve ly 
fewer choices than expected by chance i s a neglectee. 
Even though such individuals receive some choices , 
ye t they remain neglected by the majority of the 
group members. They are a lso ca l led "Fringers" 
i i i ) j , sp l^ t$§ : An individual receiving no choice i s an 
i s o l a t e . Although he i s physically a member of the 
group, but i s Psychologically i s o l a t e d . He i s 
sometirr.es called an "Outsider", 
D5 
f) Importance: 
The magnitude of a subject 's rating of a t r a i t 
adjective in terms of i t s importance is the measure of the 
re la t ive importance he/she attaches t o a particular t r a i t . 
g) D e s i r a b i l i t y : 
The t r a i t which i s r a t e d t o be d e s i r a b l e i s t h e 
s o c i a l l y d e s i r a b l e t r a i t , 
h) Commonness: 
The t r a i t which i s cons idered t o be possessed by major i ty 
of people i s t h e common t r a i t , whereas , t h e t r a i t which i s 
r a r e l y found t o p r e v a i l among people i n an uncommon t r a i t , 
PROCEDURE 
The p resen t s tudy was conducted in two phases , Iti t h e 
f i r s t f^iase, t h r e e soc iomet r i c groups were r e q u i r e d t o a s s ign 
r a t i n g s t o themselves and o t h e r s , in o rder t o determine t h e i r 
s e l f and o t h e r s ' p e r c e p t i o n ; and were a l s o asked t o eva lua t e 
t r a i t a d j e c t i v e s i n terms of t h e i r impor tance , d e s i r a b i l i t y and 
r a r e n e s s , in t h e second phase , s e l f and o t h e r s ' r a t i n g s of t h e 
t h r e e groups wi th r e s p e c t t o some s e l e c t e d t r a i t s , were analyzed 
t o de termine var ious e r r o r s . S ince t h e p resen t s tudy requi red 
t h r e e groups of s u b j e c t s , v i z , , p o p u l a r s , n e g l e c t e e s and i s o l a t e s , 
f i r s t of a l l a soc iomet r i c t e s t was used t o i d e n t i f y t h e s e t h r e e 
g roups . Af te r t h e i r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , a l l t h e t h r e e groups were 
asked t o r a t e themselves and t h r e e o the r boys v i z . , a popula r , 
a n e g l e c t e e and an i s o l a t e , on 16 oppos i t e pa i r s of a d j e c t i v e s , 
t)b 
using a 5 -po in t s c a l e . The 16 pa i r s of a d j e c t i v e s were then 
unfolded i n t o 32 ad j ec t i ve s and t h e t h r e e groups were asked 
t o e v a l u a t e t h e s e 32 a d j e c t i v e s i n terms of t h e i r s o c i a l d e s i r a -
b i l i t y , importance and r a r e n e s s . Af ter t h e a n a l y s i s of e v a l u a t i v e 
r a t i n g s of 32 a d j e c t i v e s , only 4 pa i r s of a d j e c t i v e s were picked 
up on which a l l t h e t h r e e groups d i f f e r e d s i g n i f i c a n t l y with 
r e s p e c t t o a l l t h e t h r e e t ypes of r a t i n g s v i z . , d e s i r a b i l i t y , 
importance and r a r e n e s s . In t h e second phase f resh groups of 
popu la r s , neg l ec t ee s and i s o l a t e s were i d e n t i f i e d and they 
were asked t o r a t e themselves and o the r s on t h e chosen 4 pa i r s 
of a d j e c t i v e s . The purpose was t o f ind out t h e l en iency e r r o r , 
h a l o - e f f e c t and r a t e r - t r a i t i n t e r a c t i o n f o r t h e t h r e e g roups . 
Sample 
Four hundred and f i f t y s t u d e n t s from f o u r t e e n s e c t i o n s 
of c l a s s 9th and iOth made t h e sample of t h i s s t u d y . The sample 
was drawn from t h e zak i r Hussain Model Higher Secondary School , 
A l i g a r h ; S .T . High School , A.M.U., A l i g a r h ; and G i r l s High 
Schoo l , A.M.U., A l i g a r h . As per soc io rae t r i c r equ i r emen t s , a l l 
t h e members of t h e s e c t i o n s were inc luded i n t h e sample , 
TEaT MATERIAL; 
Soc iomet r ic t e s t : 
The p resen t s tudy r equ i r ed t h r e e groups of s u b j e c t s , 
v i z . , popu la r s , neg l ec t ee s and i s o l a t e s . For t h e i d e n t i f i -
c a t i o n of soc iomet r ic s t a t u s a s o c i o m e t r i c t e s t was used. 
bU 
While adndnistering a sociometric t e s t , the members of a 
p a r t i c u l a r group are asked to choose from among themselves 
par tners for some specif ic a c t i v i t y . I n the present study 
each student was asked to nominate: 
i ) "Which three students of t h i s classroom would you 
l i k e to have as s i t t i n g companion:^*? 
ii)"Which three students of t h i s classroom would you 
l i k e to play with during recess in school"? 
i i i ) ' w h i c h three students of t h i s classrocm would you 
l i k e t o do a c lass assigiment with you"? 
Admlnlstratlom 
The following ins t ruc t ions were given t o the subjects^ 
before the sociometric t e s t s t a r t ed ; 
"You have so many c lassfe l lows, you l ike some of 
your classfel lows very much* You would be happy t o do 
c e r t a i n a c t i v i t i e s with those of your c lassfe l lows \ihom 
you l i k e very much. Below are given some quest ions about 
your choices of classmates, you l i k e much. Please answer 
these and be sure to f i l l i n each space" (Appendix - »A') . 
jf'or the i den t i f i c a t i on of d i f fe ren t ca t ego r i e s , 
Bronfenbrenner's (19^5) scheme of scoring was used. 
According to i t students can be c l a s s i f i ed in to six ca te -
bi 
gories - Popular, Above average, Average, Below average, 
N'eglectee and I so l a t e - depending on the number of choices 
they received. The same i s as under; 
Category No. of choices received 
Popular 
Above Average 
Average 
Below Average 
Ne gle ctee 
I s o l a t e 
15 and above 
10 - 1»f 
9 
^ - 8 
1 - 3 
0 
Bronfenbrenner (19^5) has also given the estimate of 
c r i t i c a l sociometric s t a tus scores for vaiying number of 
choices applicable upto three sociometric c r i t e r i a . The 
c r i t i c a l raw socioiBet2:dc s ta tus scores are appl icable to 
any group which cons is t s of not l e s s than ten and not mare 
than f i f t y members. The table presented below e labora tes 
the score system. 
TABLE 1: GiaTICAL KAW STATUS SCORES FOK DIVEK^ SOCIOMEThIG 
SITUATIONS. 
No. of 
a l l o t t e 
person 
choices 
id to 
for e 
c r i t e r i o n 
1. 
2 . 
3 . 
h. 
5. 
each 
sach 
One c r i t e r i o n 
c r i t i c a l score 
3 
•J^  
> 
• 
P. 
& 
1 
2 
3 
h 
5 
0) "H 
Nbns 
None 
0 
0 
1 
u*» 
0)1-1 
t>H 
^ • 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Two c r i t e r i a 
c r i t i c a l 
<D 
3 
'i^  
> 
• 
^ 
2 
If 
6 
8 
10 
C4 4> 
a)iH 
3J J H 
None 
0 
1 
2 
if 
scores 
><4* 
(D-H 
P H 
: 3 H 
6 
9 
11 
13 
16 
Three c r i 
1 c r i t i c a l 
0) 
3 13 
> 
• 
P< 
3 
6 
9 
12 
15 
f-t -p 
0) -H 
gJ 
H : 1 H 
0 
1 
3 
5 
9 
t e r i a 
score 
u-^ 
(DTH 
P . B p,-H 
D H 
8 
12 
15 
18 
22 
Having iden t i f i ed 5^ subjects i n each of the three 
sociometric categories they were given a l i s t of 16 p a i r s 
of ad jec t ives . Ttie subjects were required to ( a ) ra te them-
se lves , other populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s on ^-PoiJ^t 
scale in terms of each of the 16 p a i r s of ad jec t ives , and 
(b) ra te the importance, d e s i r a b i l i t y and ccaimomes of 32 
adject ives unfolded from the 16 semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l sca les . 
Instrucjt iohs for s e l f - r a t i n g s and r a t i n g s of othersj 
"Few da^s Dack you and your classmates ware reflulrei t o 
bo 
ind ica te the choice of friends in d i f fe ren t s i t u a t i o n s . On 
the bas i s of yoiir responses, I have i d e n t i f i e d three ca te -
gories of boys viz. , ( i ) boys viio are l iked by most of the 
classmates, ( i i ) boys who are l iked by few classmates, and 
( i i i ) boys who are not l iked by the classmates. 
Today you have to do something d i f f e r e n t . Below i s 
given a l i s t of opposite pa i r s of ad jec t ives . Using each 
p a i r of ad jec t ive , you have to give numbers from 1-b t o 
ind ica t e your judgement about the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of your-
se l f , a boy whom you think i s l iked by most of the classmates, 
a boy whom you think i s l iked by few classmates and a boy 
whom you think i s not l iked by the classmates. While 
r a t ing o t h e r s , f i r s t write the name of the most l iked 
boy on top of the column and then ra te him on the 16 p a i r s 
of adject ives* After completing the r a t i n g s of the most 
l iked bpy, wri te the name of the boy l iked by few classmates 
on top of the second column and then r a t e him too in terms 
of the 16 p a i r s of adject ives. Do the same with the l e a s t 
l iked boy" (Appendix - ' B O . 
Ins t ruc t ions for the r a t i ngs of importance, d e s i r a b i -
l i t y and Gomirioness of adjective si 
"Last time when I v i s i t e d you, you were required t o 
describe your^self and three boys of your c lass i n terms of 
p a i r s of opposite adject ives . This time I an presenting you 
b^ 
the same adject ives one by one and not i n p a i r s . You are 
requested to ind ica te how much the personal qual i ty described 
by each adject ive i s 'IMPORTANT-U1CMP0RTANT» , 'I^SIRABlfi-
UNDESIRABlfi' and 'COMMON- DNCCMMON'. The meaning of these 
terms i s given hereunder^ 
Important: An important c h a r a c t e r i s t i c i s one, whose 
presence or absence in an individual on the whole make him 
a d i f f e ren t type of person. 
Desirable! A desi rable cha rac t e r i s t i c i s one which i s in 
confirmlty t o the norms of a p a r t i c u l a r soc ie ty , i . e . which 
i s l iked by most people. 
Copmon: A common cha rac t e r i s t i c i s one which i s more frequently 
found among people. 
Taking each adjec t ive , you have to give numbers from 
1 to 5 to i t , so as t o ind ica te your judgement about i t s 
importance, d e s i r a b i l i t y and rareness (Appendix - ' C ) . 
In s t ruc t ions for the r a t ings of self and r a t ings of others 
on h p a i r s of ad jec t ives , to loca te the e r r o r s ; ' 
"Today you wi l l be required to judge yourself and your 
three c lass-fe l lows in terms of each one of the four pa i r s 
of adject ives wr i t ten on two ends of a dotted l i n e . You 
ba 
have to place a crossmark (X) near l e f t or r i g h t end of the 
l i n e , IT you have to indicate tha t person has much of the 
qual i ty indicated by the adjec t ive . The nearness to the 
mark to the end ind ica tes the degree of qua l i ty wr i t t en at 
the end. Placing a mark at the middle of l i n e ind ica tes 
t ha t you are not i n a pos i t ion to decide whether the 
person has qual i ty indicated by the lef t-hand s ide adjec t ive , 
or the qua l i ty indicated by the right-hand side of the 
l i n e " . 
"Remember, you have to r a t e ( i ) yourself ; ( i i ) a boy, 
whom you think wi l l be preferred by most of the c l a s s -
fel lows, ( i i i ) a boy, whom you think w i l l be preferred by 
few of the classmates^and (Iv) a boy whom you think w i l l 
not be preferred by ai^ y of the class-fellowsf' (Appendix-'D«), 
Means and standard deviat ions (SDs) of the s e l f - r a t i n g s 
and other r a t ings of populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s were 
obtained. The t - t e s t was applied to find out the s ign i f ican t 
differences between the s e l f - r a t i n g s and o the r i r a t i ngs of 
each of the three groups separa te ly . Means and SDs of the 
three se t s of r a t ings i . e . , importance, d e s i r a b i l i t y axid 
commonness of the t r a i t adject ives were also obtained for the 
purpose of inter-group comparisons. For the s ignif icance of 
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differences between i;,eans, the t - t e s t wcs used, 
Guilford 's forniUlae (1954) were applied to t ind out 
the leniency e i r o r , halo-effect tina r ^ t e r - t r c i i t i n t c i . x t i o n 
e r r o r , J<S per Gui l ford 's formulae we s t a r t with c. nidtrix 
of ar i thmetic means for r a t e r - r a t e e combinations, Lach mean 
in the body of Tables a, b and c of /appendix 't. ' i s based 
on four observations ( ra t ings on four pa i r s of ad j ec t i ve s ) , • 
The var ia t ions among these means include the simple influences 
of r a t e r oifferences and ra tee d i f fe rences which we must 
remove t o find the r a t e r - r a t e e i n t e r a c t i o n e f f e c t s . The 
l a s t columns in the said Tables show the deviat ions of 
r a t e r means from the grand mean ( 4 , 0 8 ) , These devia t ions 
(X'kl) are the leniency erro'Ti'of r a t e r s , Lesults are reported 
in Tables a,b and C of Appendix ' L ' , 
In order to obtain the h a l o - e f f e c t , the adjusted 
means of the r a t e r - r a t e e combinations were drawn. The 
adjustfi.ent was a Double one, e l imina t ing the i n t e r - r a t t r 
d i f ferences ana i n t e r - r a t e e d i f f e r e n c e s , rrom the mean in 
each c e l l of the Tobies a,b and c of /.ppendix 'L* are 
deouctt-d the corresponding devia t ions X'kl and d i , v;hich 
is the acju&tcd mean. This procedure ensures thf t the 
adjusted mec-ns tor a l l r a t e r s ana for a l l r a t e t s v a i l equ.l 
to the grand mean (4 ,08) , The dev ia t ions of these cojust td 
mei'ns from the grc.nd mean are the r<rti-r!j ha lo -e r ro r . 
b/ 
h e s u l t s axe r e p o r t t c In i 'ablesd,e <>nd f oi - .pptndix ' L ' . 
In oxaer t o e s t i o te the X c t e r - t r a i t i n l t i c c t i o n tiro$^, 
the s i m i l a r p rocess wos cipplied. Here , how^vei , vve r^vcrcgc 
tiy contDinc.tions of r > t e r s <.no t r a i t s , i onor ing incJividu.ji 
d i i f e r e n c e s among r t t e e s . i'he s t e p s are oP'^iogous t o those 
in the obove T a b l e s . L e s u l t s ere r epo i t t -d in the 'I . .bios 
g ,h una i of /appendix ' C . 
The t-xtension of the m e o i a n - t e s t w<is - p p l i t d t o 
f ind out the d i f f e r e n c e between t h e t i i r e e soc iorne t r i c 
g roups , r e g a r d i n g the len iency e r r o r , h r l o - e i f t ' C t c-no r e t t r -
t r o i t i n t e r a c t i o n . 
CHAPTER - I V 
R E S U L T S 
bb 
HE S U L T 5 
As s ta ted e a r l i e r , tt» alms of the present study 
were; 
a) To find out the differences between sel f am ottiers' 
perception of populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s ; 
b) To discover differences among tUe three groups with 
respect to evaluation of t r a i t adject ives for soc ia l 
d e s i r a b i l i t y , importance and rareness^' and 
c) To discover the differences among the three groups 
with regard t o the biasecT ccnponents viz., leniency 
e r r o r , haloueffect, and r a t e r - t r a i t I n t e r ac t ion . 
In view of the f i r s t objective of the study the 
meauis and SDs of th9 se l f - r a t i ngs and others* r a t i n g s 
of t i e three groups on 16 p a i r s of adject ives were obtained. 
The t - t e s t was used to fizid out the s ign i f i can t differences 
between the s e l f - r a t i ngs and others ' r a t i ngs of each of 
the three groups. The r e s u l t s are presented in 
Tables 1 , 2 and 3 . 
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TABI£ 1.1 GCMPARISON OF RATINGS OF SELF Al© OTHBH P0PULAH5 GIVEN BY 
POPULARS 
S.No, P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1 . Bad-Good 
2 . D i s loya l -Loya l 
3 , S tup id -Clever 
h. Ugly-Beaut i fu l 
5* S h o r t - T a l l 
6 , Pas s ive -Ac t ive 
7 . Slow-Fast 
8 . Power le s s -
Powerful 
9 . D i r ty -Nea t 
10 . Lazy-Hardworking 
1 1 . Unf r iend ly-
F r i e n d l y 
12 , i iui te-Loud 
1 3 , Me an-Kind 
^U•. Vfeak-Strong 
15* Unt rus twor thy-
Trus twor thy 
16 . Relaxed-Tense 
SELF 
Mean 
l+.O 
lf.1 
3.9 
3A 
3.5 
3A 
3.6 
u-.o 
i+.l 
if.O 
^.3 
3.3 
If.O 
3.»f 
^ . 0 
3.5 
S.D, 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
1.0 
0.9 
0.8 
0.9 
0 ,9 
0.5 
1.0 
0.6 
1.2 
0.9 
1.1 
0 .7 
0.9 
OTHEil POPULAftS 
Mean 
l+.»f 
3.9 
3.9 
h.U-
h.O 
3.8 
3.5 
3.8 
lf.1 
if.O 
if. l 
3 .2 
^.5 
3.6 
h.h 
3.5 
S^D. 
0 .5 
0.9 
0,8 
0 . ^ 
0.8 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 
0 .7 
1.0 
0.8 
1.0 
0.5 
1.0 
0.6 
1.0 
t 
2 .99 
1.17 
0,00 
6.32 
2 . 9 3 
2 . 2 0 
0.lf9 
1.0^ 
0.00 
0.00 
1.»+1 
0.lf5 
3.^3 
0.95 
3.06 
0.00 
itemsLrks 
P -^  .01 
P ^ . .01 
P Z..01 
P Z,'^5 
P ^ . 0 1 
P C'^ 
Vu 
TABIE 1.2 COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF SELF AND OTHER NEGUECTEES GIVEN 
BY POPULAHS 
S.No. Pairs of 
adjec t ives 
1. Bad-Good 
2 . Dis loyal-Loyal 
3 , Stupid-Clever 
k-. Ugly-Beautiful 
5. Short-Tal l 
6 . Passive-Active 
7. Slow-Fast 
8 . Powerless-
Powerful 
9 . Dirty-Neat 
10. Lazy-Hardworking 
11 . Unfriendly-
Frie ndly 
12 , Quite-Loud 
1 3 . Me an-Kind 
1»f. Weak-Strong 
15* Untrustworthy-
Trustworthy 
16. Relaxed-Tensc 
SELF 
Mean 
h.O 
if.1 
3.9 
3A 
3.5 
3A 
3.6 
h.O 
if.1 
if.O 
»+.3 
3.3 
if.O 
3A 
if.O 
3.5 
S.D. 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
1 .0 
0.9 
0.8 
0.9 
0.9 
0.5 
1.0 
0.6 
1.2 
0.9 
1.1 
0.? 
0.9 
OTHER NEGISOEEES 
Mean 
2 . 7 
3 .2 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 . 9 
3.1 
3 . 0 
2 . 8 
3.3 
3.6 
2,8 
3.if 
2 . 9 
2 . 7 
3.1 
3 . 0 
S.D. 
0.9 
1.1 
0.9 
1 .2 
0 .7 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1 .0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
1 .0 
0.9 
1.1 
t 
7.63 
U-.67 
5.28 
2.26 
3.72 
1.99 
3.52 
6.66 
5.06 
2 , 1 0 
9.09 
O.h? 
6.11 
3.33 
5-58 
2,lf8 
Remarks 
p < . o i 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 5 
P 4 . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 5 
P /I .01 
P ^ .01 
P ^ .01 
P ^ .05 
P Z. .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
p z .05 
p < . o i 
P /. .01 
I ± 
TABLE 1.3 CpMPARISON OF RATINGS OF SELF AND OTHER ISOLATES GIVEN BY 
POPDLARS 
S.No. P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1. Bad-Good 
2 , Dis loya l -Loya l 
3 . S tupid-Clever 
If. Ugly-Beaut i fu l 
5* S h o r t - T a l l 
6 , Pass ive -Act ive 
7 . Slow-Fast 
8 . Power l e s s -
Powerful 
9 . D i r ty -Nea t 
10. Lazy-Hardworking 
1 1 . Unf r i end ly -
F r i e n d l y 
12 . Quite-Loud 
1 3 . Mean-Kind 
lU-. Weak-Strong 
15» Untrus twor thy-
Trustworthy 
16. Relaxed-Tense 
^ L F 
Mean 
h,0 
U-.1 
3 .9 
3 A 
3.5 
3 . ^ 
3.6 
if.O 
if.1 
h.O 
»+.3 
3 .3 
if.O 
3 . ^ 
>+.0 
3 .5 
S.D. 
0.8 
0.6 
0.8 
1.0 
0.9 
0,8 
0.9 
0 .9 
0 .5 
1.0 
0.6 
1.2 
0.9 
1.1 
0.7 
0.9 
OTHER : 
Mean 
2 . 6 
2 . 9 
2 . 6 
3 .2 
2 . 8 
2 . 9 
2 . 8 
2 .1 
2 . 9 
2 . 7 
2 . 3 
3.1 
2 . 7 
2 . 8 
2 . 7 
3 . 0 
[SOLATES 
S.D. 
1.2 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
0.7 
0.9 
0.8 
0.8 
1.2 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.9 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
t 
6 .86 
7.0M-
7.17 
1.05 
if.3if 
2 .93 
if.6if 
11 .15 
6 .50 
7.17 
lif.lif 
0.98 
7.20 
2 .98 
7.53 
2 .65 
Remsurks 
P ^ . .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P / . . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
p ^ : . o i 
p ^ . 0 1 
p Z. .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P < . 0 l 
/ ^ 
Table 1.1 presents the comparlsion of ra t ings of self 
and other populars given by the populars . The table shows 
tha t the difference between the two r a t i ngs i s s ignif icant 
for six adjective p a i r s and insignificeunt for ten p a i r s . 
Table 1.2 presents the comparison of r a t ings of self and 
neglectees , given by the populars . The difference between the 
two se t s of r a t i n g s I s s ign i f i can t on a l l but one adject ive-pair . 
Table 1.3 shows the comparison of r a t ings of self and 
i s o l a t e s , given by the populars . The difference between the 
two se t s of r a t ings i s s ign i f ican t for forteen adjec t ive-pai rs 
and ins igni f icant for the two padjcs. 
An overa l l examination of the above mentioned tables 
reveals that the populars have ra ted themselves much pos i t ive ly 
on adjec t ive-pa i rs l i k e bad-good, l oya l -d i s l oya l , powerful-
powerless, d i r t y - n e a t , lazy-hardworking, unfriendly-friendly , 
mean-kind and untrustworthy-trustworthy. Populars have ra ted 
other populars pos i t ive ly on ad jec t ive-pa i r s l ike bad-good, 
ugly-beaut i fu l , s h o r t - t a l l , d i r t y - n e a t , lazy-hardworking, 
unfriendly-friendly and trustworthy-untrustworthy. 
Neglec tees have been rated by the populars negatively on the 
p a i r s bad-good, ug ly -beau t i f i a , s h o r t - t a l l , powerful-powerless, 
unfrie ndly-fr iendly, mean-kind and weak-strong, Populars 
have rated i s o l a t e s negatively on the t r a i t - p a i r s l i ke 
Vo 
bad-good, d i s loya l—loya l , s tup id-c lever , s h o r t - t a l l , passive-
ac t ive , s low-fast , powerful-powerless, d i r t y - n e a t , lazy-hard-
working, unfr iendly-f r iendly , mean-kind, weak-strong and 
untrustworthy-trustworthy. However, the populars have 
moderately rated themselves on p a i r s l i k e ugly-beaut i fu l , 
qui te - loud, weak-strong, s tup id-c lever , s h o r t - t a l l , passive-
ac t ive , slow-fast and re laxed-tense; neglectees have been 
given neutral r a t ings on ad jec t ive-pa i r s l i k e d i s loya l - loyaJ , 
s tupid-c lever , pas s ive -ac t ive , s low-fast , d i r t y - n e a t , lazy-
hardworking, qu i te - loud , untrustworthy-trustworthy and 
re laxed- tense . Other populars have been rated by the 
populars neutral ly on t r a i t - p a i r s l i k e d i s l o y a l - l o y a l , 
s tupid-c lever , pass ive -ac t ive , s low-fast , powerless-powerful, 
qu i te - loud , weak-strong and re laxed- tense . Other i s o l a t e s 
have been neutral ly ra ted by the populars on two adjec t ive-
pa i r s i . e . ugly-beaut i ful and re laxed- tense . I n t e r e s t i n g l y , 
populars have nei ther ra ted themselves nor the other populars 
negatively on any ad jec t ive -pa i r , while tiae other neglectees 
and the other i s o l a t e s have not been rated pos i t ive ly by them 
on any ad jec t ive -pa i r . 
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TABI£ 2.1 COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF SELF AND OTHER POPULARS GIVEN BY 
NEGLSGTEES 
S.No. P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1 . Bad-Good 
2 . Dis loya l -Loya l 
3 . S tupid-Clever 
If. Ugly-Beaut i fu l 
$ . S h o r t - T a l l 
6 , Pass ive-Act ive 
7 . Slow-Fast 
8» Power less -
Powerful 
9 . Di r ty -Nea t 
10, Lazy-Hardworking 
1 1 . Unf r iend ly-
F r i end ly 
12 . Quite-Loud 
1 3 . Mean-Kind 
11+. Weak-Strong 
15* Untrustworthy — 
Trustworthy 
16. Relaxed-Tense 
SELF 
Mean 
3.1 
3.6 
3 . 0 
3 .0 
3 . 0 
3.1 
3.2 
2 . 9 
3 .7 
3 .2 
3 . ^ 
2 . 9 
3.1 
2 . 9 
3.2 
2.Q 
S.D. 
0.8 
0.9 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
0 .3 
1.0 
0.9 
0 .9 
1.0 
OTHER POPULARS 
Mean 
3 .8 
l f . 1 
3 .3 
3 . ^ 
3.6 
3 . ^ 
3 .2 
3.6 
3 .3 
3.6 
3.6 
3.1 
3.5 
3.'+ 
3 .8 
3 .3 
S.D. 
0.8 
0.7 
0.9 
1.1 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
1.1 
t 
^.37 
3.10 
if.69 
1.99 
2 .3p 
1.57 
0,00 
3.50 
0.52 
2 . 1 0 
0.99 
1.10 
2.00 
2 .62 
3.33 
2 .37 
Remarks 
P ^ .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
p ^ .01 
P ^ .05 
p ^ .01 
p < . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 5 
P ^ . 0 5 
P ^ . .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 5 
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TABI£ 2 . 2 COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF SELF AND OTHER lEGLEGTEES GIVEN 
BY lEGLECTEES 
S.No. P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1* Bad-Good 
2 , Di s loya l -Lpya l 
3 . S tup id-Clever 
k-» Ugly-Beaut i fu l 
5 . S h o r t - T a l l 
6 . Pass ive-Act ive 
7 . Slow-Fast 
8 . Powerless 
Powerful 
9 . Di r ty -Nea t 
10, Lazy-Hardworking 
1 1 . Unfr iendly-
f r i e n d l y 
12 . Quite-Loud 
13 . Mean-Kind 
IM-. Weak-Strong 
1 5 . Untrus twor thy-
Trustworthy 
16 . Relaxed-Tense 
SELF 
Mean 
3.1 
3.6 
3 .0 
3 .0 
3 .0 
3.1 
3 .2 
2 . 9 
3.7 
3.2 
3A 
2 . 9 
3.1 
2 . 9 
3.2 
2 . 3 
S.D. 
0.8 
0.9 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
0.3 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
1.0 
OTHER 
Mean 
2 . 6 
3.1 
2 . 7 
3A 
3 . 0 
2 . 5 
2 . 7 
2.5 
3.2 
2 . 9 
2 . 6 
2.5 
2 . 7 
2 . 7 
3 . 0 
2 .6 
ICGISCTEES 
S,D. 
0.7 
1.1 
0.8 
1.0 
0.3 
0.9 
0.7 
0.7 
0.9 
0.8 
1.0 
0.3 
1.0 
0.7 
0 .3 
0.8 
t 
3.32 
2.lf8 
1.87 
2 . 1 0 
o.oo 
3.15 
3.10 
2.31 
2 .77 
1.65 
lf.20 
2 .50 
2 .00 
1.2if 
1.17 
1.10 
Remarks 
p <.0\ 
P ^ . 0 1 
p < . 0 5 
p / : . 0 5 
P ,1.01 
P Z 'OI 
p Z. .05 
P .1.01 
P ^1.01 
P ^ . 0 1 
p ^ . 0 5 
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TABIfi 2 , 3 GCMPARISCK OF RATINGS OF SELF AND OTHER ISOLATES GIVEN BY 
NEGLECTEES 
S.No. P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1. Bad-Good 
2 . D i s loya l -Loya l 
3 . S tup id -Clever 
If. Ugly-Beaut i fu l 
5. S h o r t - r a i l 
6 , Pass ive-Act ive 
?• Slow-Fast 
8 . Power less -
Powerful 
9 . D i r ty -Nea t 
1 0, Lazy- Hardworking 
1 1 , Unfr iendly-
F r i e n d l y 
12 . Quite-Loud 
1 3 . Me an-Kind 
m-. Weak-Strong 
15* Untrus twor thy-
Trustworthy 
16 . Relaxed-Tense 
SELF 
Mean 
3.1 
3-6 
3 .0 
3 .0 
3 .0 
3.1 
3.2 
2 . 9 
3 .7 
3.2 
3.If 
2 . 9 
3.1 
2 . 9 
3.2 
2 . 8 
S.D. 
0.8 
0.9 
0.3 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
0.8 
1.0 
0 .9 
0.9 
1.0 
OTHER : 
Mean 
1.7 
2."^ 
2 .1 
A 
2 . 0 
2 . 3 
2 .7 
2 . 5 
3.4 
2 . 8 
2 .6 
2 . 5 
2 . 5 
2 .7 
3.1 
2.7 
ISOLATES 
S.D. 
0 .9 
1.3 
0 .9 
1.2 
1.0 
0 .8 
0.7 
0 .9 
1.0 
0.7 
0 .9 
0 .8 
0 .9 
0 .9 
1.1 
1.0 
t 
8 .20 
I f .00 
5.28 
2 . 3 0 
5.00 
if.lfl 
3.10 
2 . 1 0 
1.57 
2.3lf 
lf.V+ 
2 .50 
3 .15 
1.11 
o.if9 
0.50 
Remarks 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
< . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
c.o^ 
^: .o i 
.1 .01 
Z..05 
^ . 0 5 
/1.01 
^1.01 
^1.01 
/7 
Table 2,1 shows the comparison of r a t ings of self and 
other pppulars given by the neglac tees . I t shows tha t the two 
se ts of ra t ings d i f f e r s ign i f i can t ly for eleven adject ive-pairs 
and Ins igni f icant ly for f ive ad jec t ive -pa i r s . Table 2.2 
presents the comparison of r a t i g s of self and other neglect-
ees given by the neglec tees . The table shows tha t difference 
i s s ignif icant for eleven out of s ixteen t r a i t - p a i r s . Table 2 ,3 
presents the c<»iparison between the r a t i ngs of se l f and other 
i so la tes* The table shows tha t the difference between the 
two se ts of ra t ings i s s i gn i f i can t on twelve adject ive-pai rs 
and ins igni f icant on the remaining four p a i r s . 
A general perusal of the above mentioned tab les reveals 
tha t the neglectees have r a t ed themselves negatively on t r a i t -
pa i r s l i k e powerless-powerful, qui te - loud, weak-strong and 
re laxed- tense , and neu t ra l ly on the r e s t items. Other populars 
have been rated pos i t ive ly on one adject ive-pair i . e . , d i s loya l -
loyaLL and neutral ly on a l l the remaining f i f teen p a i r s . Other 
neglectees have been negatively rated on t r a i t s l i k e bad-good, 
s tupid-c lever , ugly^beaut i fu l , pass ive-ac t ive , slow-fast , 
powerless-powerful, f r iendly-unfr iendly , qui te - loud, mean-kind 
weak-strong and relaxed-tense^and neutral ly on the remaining 
five p a i r s . Other i s o l a t e s have been rated much negatively 
on bad-good, neu t ra l ly on d i r t y - n e a t , and untrus tworthy- t rus t -
worthy scales ; on the remaining t h i r t e en p a i r s , i so l a t e s have 
been negatively ra ted by neglec tees . Surpr is ingly , the neglectees 
have not given a s ingle pos i t ive r a t i n g t o ^•:^j^6t'ves-asf4( 
as t o the other neglectees and I s o l a t e s . 
/ J 
TABUS 3.1 COMPARISON OF HAIINGS OF £ELF AND OTHER POPULARS GIVEN BY 
ISQLAISS 
S.No. P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1 . Bad-Good 
2 . Dis loya l -Loya l 
3 . S tup id-Clever 
^•. Ugly-Beaut i ful 
5 . S h o r t - T a l l 
6 , Pass ive-Act ive 
7 . Slow-Fast 
8 . Powerless-
Powerful 
9« Di r ty -Nea t 
10, Lazy-Hardworking 
1 1 . Unfr iendly-
Fr i end ly 
12. Quite-Loud 
13 . Mean-Kinl 
1U-. Weak-Strong 
15« Untrustwortiay-
Trustworthy 
16. Relaxed-Tense 
SEIF 
Mean 
2 . 7 
3.2 
2 . 7 
3.2 
2 . 9 
3.1 
3.3 
2.5 
3.3 
2.9 
2 .6 
2 .6 
3.x 
2 . 3 
3.2 
2 . 7 
S.D. 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0 .3 
0.9 
0.9 
0 .3 
0 .7 
0.8 
1.0 
0.8 
0.6 
0 .8 
0.9 
0.8 
OTHER POPULARS 
Mean 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
3.3 
3.6 
2.lf 
3.3 
3.5 
3A 
3.8 
i f .O 
3.2 
2 . 8 
3.2 
3 . 0 
3 .3 
2 .9 
S.D. 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
0 .7 
0 .7 
1.0 
0.9 
0.8 
1.1 
0.9 
0.9 
t 
1.50 
1.!?0 
3 .00 
2 . 1 0 
2.76 
1.05 
1.11 
5.28 
3.57 
7.31 
3.00 
1.17 
0.70 
3.63 
0.55 
1.17 
Remarks 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^.*^5 
p ^ .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P Z..01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P .1 .01 
TAB1£ 3.2 CC2MPARISCN OF RATINGS OF SELF AND OTHSR lEGLECTEES GIVEN 
BY ISOLATES 
S.No. P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1 . Bad-Good 
2 . Dis loya l -Loya l 
3 , S tupid-Clever 
if. Ugly-Beaut i fu l 
5 . S h o r t - T a l l 
6 . Pass ive -Ac t ive 
7 . Slow-Fast 
8 . Power less -
Powerful 
9. Di r ty -Nea t 
10, Lazy-Hardworking 
1 1 . Unfr iendly-
F r i end ly 
1 2 . Quite-Loud 
1 3 . Mean-Kind 
llf. Weak-Strong 
1 5» Untrustworthy-
Trustworthy 
16, Relaxed-Tense 
SELF 
Mean 
2 . 7 
3.2 
2 . 7 
3.2 
2 . 9 
3.1 
3 .3 
2 . 5 
3 .3 
2 . 9 
2 ,6 
2 ,6 
3.1 
2 . 3 
3.2 
2 . 7 
S.D. 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.8 
0.9 
0.9 
0.8 
0 .7 
0.8 
1.0 
0,8 
0.6 
0.8 
0.9 
0.8 
OTHER ] 
Mean 
2 .1 
2 . 2 
2 , 8 
2 . 8 
2.I f 
2.7 
2 . 6 
2.3 
3.0 
2 .6 
2.7 
2 . i f 
2 . 8 
2 ,6 
2 . 5 
2 . 7 
«EGI£CTEES 
S.D. 
0 ,8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
0.8 
0 .7 
0 .7 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0 . 7 
0 .7 
1.0 
0.6 
0 .7 
t 
3.31 
5.25 
0,50 
2 ,00 
3.12 
2.if8 
if .3if 
1.25 
1.99 
1.87 
0.55 
1.33 
2 . 3 0 
1.65 
^'51 
0.00 
Remarks 
P /- .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P I. . 05 
p 1^ ,01 
P ^ . 0 1 
p ^ : . o i 
p Z . 0 5 
p ^ . 0 5 
p ^ . 0 5 
p c-oi 
bi» 
TABLE 3 ,3 COMPARISON OF RATINGS OF £ELF AND OTHER ISOLATES GIVEN 
BY ISOLATES 
S.No. P a i r s of 
a d j e c t i v e s 
1 . Bad-Good 
2 . Dis loya l -Loyal 
3« S tupid-Clever 
k-. Ugly-Beaut i ful 
5 . S h o r t - T a l l 
6 . Pass ive -Act ive 
?• Slow-Fast 
8 . Povrerless-
Powerful 
9 . Di r ty -Nea t 
10, Lazy-Hardworking 
1 1 , Unfr iendly-
Fr iendly 
12 . Quite-Loud 
1 3 . Mean-Kind 
llf, Weak-Strong 
1 5« Untrus twor thy-
Trustworthy 
16, Relaxed-Tense 
SELF 
Mean 
2 . 7 
3.2 
2 . 7 
3.2 
2 .9 
3.1 
3 .3 
2 . 5 
3 .3 
2 . 9 
2 ,6 
2 .6 
3.1 
2 . 3 
3.2 
2 . 7 
S.D, 
1,0 
1.0 
1,0 
1.0 
0.8 
0,9 
0.9 
0 .3 
0 .7 
0.8 
1.0 
0.8 
0.6 
0.8 
0.9 
0.8 
OTHER 
Mean 
2 . 8 
2.lf 
2.9 
2 . 3 
2.h 
2.7 
2 . 8 
2.lf 
2.9 
2.5 
2 .6 
2,3 
2 . 8 
2.1f 
2 . 8 
2 . 9 
ISOLATES 
S.D. 
0.3 
1.0 
1.2 
1.0 
0 .7 
0.9 
0 ,3 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
o»8 
0.8 
0.8 
0,9 
0 .7 
0 .8 
t 
2 .76 
M-.OO 
0.90 
2 .00 
3 .30 
2 . 2 0 
2 . 9 3 
0.60 
2 .66 
2 . 5 0 
0^00 
0.13 
2 . 1 5 
0.58 
2.lf8 
1.25 
R« 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
m a r k s 
^:.oi 
^ . 0 1 
. 1 . 0 5 
^1.01 
/ . 0 5 
/ . . 0 1 
Z..01 
^ . 0 1 
^1.05 
.1.01 
Hi 
Table 3.1 represents tbe comparison of the ratings of self 
and other populars given by the i so la tes . The table shows that 
the two sets of ratings differ significantly on eight adjective-
pa i r s , and insignificantly on the remaining eight pairs . Table 
3.2 shows the comparison of the ratings of self and other neglec-
tees given by the i so la tes . I t shows that the two sets of 
ratings differ significantly on ten adjective-pairs and insigni-
ficantly on six pa i rs . Table 3.3 presents the comparison of 
ratings of self and other i sola tes obtained by isola tes . The 
table shows that the two types of ratings differ significantly 
on ten t r a i t -pa i r s and insignificantly on six pai rs . 
A general observation of the above mentioned tables 
reveals that isolates have rated themselves neutrally on the 
adjective-pairs l ike loyal-disloyal , ugly-beautiful, passive-
active, slow-fast, a i r ty -nea t , meai>ltind and untrustworthy-
trustworthy am negatively on the remaining pa i r s . Isolates 
have rated other populars positively on lazy-hardworking , 
negatively on loyal-disloyal , sho r t - t a l l , quite-loud and 
relaxed-tense and neutrally on the remaining pairs of t r a i t s . 
Other neglectees have been rated neutrally on dir ty-neat , and 
negatively on a l l the remaining fifteen pairs . Other isolates 
have been rated negatively on a l l the sixteen pairs of adjec-
t ives . Like neglectees, i sola tes have not given a single 
b.i 
pos i t ive ra t ing to themselves as well as to the other neglect-
ees and I s o l a t e s . On the whole, i s o l a t e s have given more 
negative ra t ings than neg lec tees , to self as well as to other 
neglectees . 
To find out ttK differences among three socionetr ic 
groups, with regard t o the evaluat ion of t r a i t s in terms of 
importance, d e s i r a b i l i t y and ra reness , the means and SDs of 
the ra t ings of three groups for th i r ty- two adject ives 
(unfolded from the s ix teen pedrs) were obtained. For the 
significance of difference among three groups, the t - t e s t was 
used. The r e s u l t s are presented in Tables U^ , 5 and 6 . 
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TABIfi l+.l TiiAlT 
S. No. F a c t o r s 
1 . Bad 
2 . Good 
3 . Loyal 
V. D i s l o y a l 
5. Stjipid 
6, Clever 
7. Ugly 
8. Beautifu:; 
9 . Short 
10. Ta l l 
1 1 . Pass ive 
12. Act ive 
13 . Slow 
1U-. F a s t 
15 . Powerless 
16. Powerful 
17 . D i r t y 
1 3 . Neat 
19. Lazy 
20, Hardworking 
2 1 . Unfriendly 
22 . F r i end ly 
2 3 . Quite 
2lf. Loud 
25 . Mean 
26. Kind 
27 . Weak 
28 . Strong 
29. Untrustworthy 
30. Trustworthy 
3 1 . Relaxed 
32. Tense 
COMP^ iitlSON IN ' 
POPULARS 
Mean 
1.7 
h.e 
h.e 
1.7 
2 .2 
3.7 
1.8 
3-9 
2 . 0 
3.3 
2.5 
3.5 
2.1+ 
3.9 
2 . 8 
3.1 
2 . 0 
3.8 
2 .9 
3.1 
3.2 
3.2 
3.5 
3A 
3.5 
IfcO 
3.1 
if.1 
3.3 
lf.2 
2 .9 
2 . 9 
S.D. 
0.8 
0 .5 
0 .5 
0 .3 
0.7 
1.2 
0.8 
1.2 
0.3 
1.0 
1.1 
V.l 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
0.9 
1.3 
l . i f 
1.1+ 
1.3 
I.M-
1.3 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
l . l f 
1.2 
1.3 
1.1 
\:l 
rii.iiMS OF ; tMPOfiTAiVG 
NEGIfiCTEES 
Mean 
3.6 
3.1 
3.5 
H 2 .6 
3 . 0 
2 . 3 
3.^ 
2 . 7 
2 . 7 
2 . 9 
3.3 
2.5 
2 . 9 
2 . 5 
3.1 
3 . 0 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
3.2 
3.2 
3.if 
3 . 0 
3 .0 
2 . 8 
3.6 
3.1+ 
3.1 
3.3 
3.2 
2 . 9 
2 .6 
S.D. 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.7 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
0.3 
1.2 
1.0 
1.0 
0.7 
1 . 0 
0.9 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
1.1 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
0.8 
E ; POPULAH 
t 
10.33 
9.01+ 
6.83 
10.01 
2.75 
2.78 
2.36 
3.78 
5.11 
2 .05 
0.93 
0.if7 
if.if7 
1.17 
0.17 
if.8if 
3 . ^ 
0.03 
0.61 
0.33 
0.71 
2 .29 
1.71 
3 .23 
1.96 
1.00 
h.kh 
2.22 
^.39 
0.33 
1.27 
VS NKGLiiCTKE 
iiemarks 
P <1.01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P <1.01 
P <.01 
P ^C.Ol 
p ^ . 0 1 
p ^:.oi 
P ^ . 0 5 
p ^ . 0 1 
P Z.01 
p Z..05 
p .^.01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P .^.01 
P ^.0^ 
P < . 0 5 
P < . 0 1 
p ^ . 0 5 
P ^ . 0 1 
p ^ . 0 5 
p ^.o^ 
TABUS h,2 TRAIT COMPAHISON IN TEi^S OF DKSIiiABIUTYjPOPULAAS VS. 
MiGLSCIEiiS 
S.No. F a c t o r s 
1 . Bad 
2 . Good 
3 . Loyal 
U-, D i s l o y a l 
5 . Stupid 
6 , Clever 
7 . Ugly 
8. B e a u t i f u l 
9» ,5hor t 
10. .Ta i l 
1 1 . Pass iye 
12 . Act ive 
1 3 . Slow 
lif. Fas t 
1 5 . Powerless 
I 0 , Powerful 
17 . D i r t y 
18 . Neat 
19 . Lazy 
20 . Hardworking 
2 1 . Unfriendly 
22 . F r i end ly 
2 3 . ^ u i t e 
2^-. Loud 
25;. Mean 
26 . Kind 
27 . Weak 
2 8 . Strong 
2 9 . Untrustworthy 
30. Trustworthy 
3 1 . Relaxed 
3 2 . Tense 
POPULARS 
Mean 
2 . 3 
lf.2 
^•3 
1.8 
2 . 3 
3.9 
2 . 0 
»f.5 
2.lf 
^.3 
3.1 
2 . 8 
2 . 3 
3 .8 
2.5 
3.7 
2 .3 
»+.5 
1.9 
»f.3 
1:1 
2 .9 
3 .2 
1.9 
»f.3 
2.1 
If.O 
1.8 
^*5 
2 . 3 
3.7 
S.D. 
0.9 
1.0 
0.8 
0 .7 
1.0 
1.2 
0.6 
0.6 
1.2 
0 .7 
1.2 
1.3 
1.3 
1.2 
1.1 
1.3 
0.8 
0.6 
0.8 
0.9 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
1.1 
kl 
1.0 
0.9 
0.7 
0.5 
1.0 
1.1 
NEGI£CT£&S 
Mean 
2 .8 
3.6 
3-2 2 . 8 
2.J4. 
2 . 9 
2 . 3 
3.3 
2 . 8 
2 .6 
2.5 
3.1 
2.5 
2.5 
2.1f 
3.1 
3.1 
3.5 
2 . 7 
3.3 
2.9 
3.6 
2 . 9 
2 . 7 
2 . 3 
3.5 
2.6 
2.8 
2 . 2 
•^? 2 .6 
2.lf 
S.D. 
0.8 
0 .9 
1.2 
0 .7 
0 .7 
0.9 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
1.0 
0 .7 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 
1.^-
0.9 
kl 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
0.8 
1.0 
1.2 
0.9 
t 
2 .93 
2.99 
5.78 
6.U8 
0.lf2 
lf.31 
lf.M-6 
5.98 
^•5? 9.^8 
2.1+0 
1.2lf 
0.96 
5.57 
0.27 
2.6lf 
If. 02 
5.39 
If. 21 
if. 66 
1.57 
0.07 
0.10 
2.8k 
2.55 
If. 26 
2.if3 
5.82 
2.65 
7.^3 
1.6if 
6.32 
Re 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
imarks 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^: .0l 
^1.01 
/ : .01 
^ . 0 1 
^1.01 
4 . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^^.01 
<^.oi 
^ . 0 1 
-1.01 
4 . 0 1 
4 . 0 1 
4 .01 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
i.oi 
^ .01 
4..01 
4.01 
^•o 
TABLE ^•.3 TRAIT COMPARISON IN TERMS OF OOMMCHESS;PQPULARS VS.NiiGLECTSES 
S.No. F a c t o r s 
1 . Bad 
2 . Good 
3« Loyal 
h. D i s l o y a l 
5. Stupid 
0 . C lever 
7. Ugly 
8 . B e a u t i f u l 
9 . Short 
10. T a l l 
1 1 , Pass ive 
12 . Active 
1 3 . Slow 
m-. Fast 
15. Powerless 
16. Powerful 17. D i r t y 
1 8 . Neat 
19« Laizy 
20. Hardworking 
21. Unfriendly 
2 2 . F r i end ly 
2 3 . Quite 
2lf. Loud 
2 5 . Mean 
26 . Kind 
27 . Weak 
2 8 . Strong 
2 9 . Untrustworthy 
30. Trustworthy 
3 1 . Relaxed 
3 2 . Tense 
POPULARS 
Mean 
3.6 
2 .3 
2 .3 
3.7 
h.O 
2 . 0 
2 . 8 
3.2 
3.9 
2.h 
3.5 
2 . 3 
2 .9 
2 . 3 
3.5 
n 
2 .2 
3.5 
3.6 
2.3 
3.1 
2.9 
3.2 
2.5 
3.7 
2.J+ 
3.6 
2.5 
3.7 
2 .2 
S.D. 
1.0 
1.2 
1.2 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
l . i f 
1.3 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
1.0 
1.4 
l . l f 
1.3 
1.3 
1.1+ 
l . l f 
1.3 
1.3 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
NEGLECIESS 
Mean 
2 .6 
3.»+ 
3.7 
2 . 9 
2 . 5 
2 . 9 
2 . 9 
3.1 
2 . 7 
2.If 
2 . 8 
2 . 9 
U 
2 . 9 
2 . 9 
3 . 0 
3.1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
3-? 2 . 8 
H 
3.1 
2 . 9 
2 . 9 
2 . 9 
2 . 8 
2 . 7 
i:l 
S»D, 
1.2 
0.9 
0.9 
0.8 
1.0 
1.1 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
0.9 
0 .8 
1.0 
0 .8 
1.1 
1.0 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
1.1 
0 .9 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
0.8 
1.2 
t 
h.J,0 
3.97 
6.28 
If. 55 
7.82 
if.25 
0.30 
0.30 
If. 82 
0.26 
3.62 
2.75 
6.21 
1.15 
2.61 
0.99 
2 .88 
3.9»+ 
2.32 
1.55 
2.71 
1.81 
1.39 
0.96 
O.lfl 
1.71 
3 .20 
2 .17 
3.^5 
0.80 
5.28 
1.82 
Rem sir ks 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^.0^ 
P <.01 
P ^1.01 
P ^ .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
P /1.01 
p < . o i 
P ^ . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 1 
p < . 0 5 
P ^ . 0 1 
P .1 .05 
p ^ . 0 5 
p < .01 
P < .05 
p ^: .01 
P < . 0 1 
P ^ . 0 5 
ho 
Table U-.1 gives the comparison between the ra t ings by 
populars axxi neglectees for Importance of the t r a i t s . An 
examination of the tab le reveals t h a t tbe r a t i ngs of populars 
-one 
and neglectees d i f f e r s ign i f ican t ly on twenty/adjectives. An 
overa l l observation of the t ab le reveals t ha t both the populars 
and neglectees have rated the adject ives l i ke s tupid , ugly , 
shor t , pass ive , slow, powerless, l azy , relaxed and tense as 
unimportant. Tbe adject ives l i k e c lever , beau t i fu l , ac t ive , 
powerful, neat , hardworking, unfr iendly , f r iendly , q u i t e , loud, 
weak and untrustworthy have been rated neu t ra l ly by both the 
groups. A sharp difference between the ra t ings of two groups 
i s on adjectives l i k e bad^ good, l o y a l , d i s l o y a l , t a l l , d i r t y , 
mean, kind, strong and trustworthy* The adject ives l i k e good, 
l o y a l , kind^strong and t rus twor thy , have been ra ted as impor-
t an t and adject ives bad, d i s loya l and d i r ty by the populars as 
unimportant. The adject ives bad, good, loya l , d i s l o y a l , d i r t y , 
strong and t rustworthy, have been neut ra l ly ra ted by the 
neglectees. 
Table ^ .2 presents the comparison of r a t ings of populars 
and neglectees in terms of d e s i r a b i l i t y . An observation of the 
table reveals tha t populars* and neglectees* ra t ings d i f f e r 
s ign i f ican t ly on twenty three ad jec t ives . A perusal of the 
table h»2. br ings out the fac t t h a t the ra t ings of populars 
and neglectees s t r ik ing ly d i f f e r on ce r t a in adjec t ives , for 
example populars have rated highly des i rab le the adjectives l i k e 
» / 
good, l oya l , t a l l , beau t i fu l , nea t , kind, hardworking and 
trustworthy, while neglectees have rated a l l these adject ives 
except the two ( t a l l and strong) near neutral point of desirahle< 
undesirable dimension. l a l l and strong have been rated as 
undesirable by neglectees . On the whole t h i r t een adject ives 
have been rated as undesirable by both the populars and 
neglectees. 
Table M-.3 shows the comparison of r a t ings of populars 
and neglectees regarding the reirenej^s of t r a i t s . On twenty* 
two adject ives the difference i s s ign i f i can t . A close obser-
vation of the table revea ls tha t both populars and neglectees 
have given uncommon r a t i ngs to the adject ives l i k e c lever , 
ugly , t a l l , a c t i v e , f a s t , powerful, hardworking, f r i end ly , 
loud, kind, s t rong, trustworthy and tense* Both the groups 
have given neutra l r a t i ngs t o the adject ives l i k e beau t i fu l , 
l azy , d i r t y , unfriendly and mean. The adjective stupid has 
been ra ted as ccomon ^Y populsirs and uncommon by neglectees . 
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TABLE 5.1 THAIT CCMPASISON IN TEmS OF IMPOrJlANCai^  POPULAES VS.ISOLATES 
S. No. F ac tors 
1 . Bad 
2 . Good 
3 . Loyal 
if. D i s l o y a l 
5 . Stupid 
6 . Clever 
7 . Ugly 
8. B e a u t i f u l 
9 . ' S h o r t 
10. T a l l 
1 1 . Pass ive 
12 . Act ive 
13» Slow 
^h. Fa s t 
15'. Powerless 
16, Powerful 
17 . D i r t y 
18 . Heat 
19 . Lazy 
20 . Hardworking 
2 1 . Unfriendly 
22 , F r i e n d l y 
2 3 . Quite 
2^ 4-. Loud 
2 5 . Mean 
26. Kind 
27 . Weak 
2 8 . Strong 
2 9 . Untrustworthy 
30 . Trustworthy 
3 1 . Helazed 
32 . Tense 
POPULAHS 
Mean 
U 
h.e 
1.7 
2 .2 
3 .7 
1.8 
3.9 
2 . 0 
3.8 
2.:? 
3.5 
2. l f 
3.5 2 . 8 
3.1 
2 . 0 
3 .8 
2 .9 
3.1 
3.2 
3.2 
3 .5 
3.if 
^'t if .O 
3.1 
»+.1 
3.8 
%,2 
2 .9 
2 . 9 
S.D. 
0.8 
0 .5 
0 . ^ 
0 .8 
0 .7 
1.2 
0,8 
1.1 
0.8 
1.0 
1.1 
1.3 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
0 .9 
1.3 
^.K 
i . i f 
1.3 
1.^-
1.3 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
^,h 
1.2 
1.3 
1.1 
] : i 
ISOLATES 
Mean 
2.14-
2 . 5 
2 . 7 
2.h 
2 . 7 
2 . 9 
2.1 
3«5 2 , 8 
2 . 8 
3 .0 
3.5 t^  
2.h 
2 . 8 
2 , 8 
3.5 
2.^-
3 .8 
2 . 5 
3.2 t^  
1:3 
1 1 
3.1 
1:1 
3.1 
S.D, 
1,0 
0.9 
0,9 
0.9 
1,2 
1.1 
0 .7 
1.0 
. 0 ,9 
1,0 
0,8 
0,9 
?:? 
0,8 
0,9 
0 .7 
0.9 
0 .7 
1.0 
0,8 
H 0,8 
1,2 
0,8 
0.9 
0.9 
1,1 
0.9 
0,8 
0 .7 
0.9 
t 
if. Of 
13.51 
11 .30 
3.83 
2.67 
3.39 
1.56 
2 .10 
U-.22 
^ . 5 3 
2.75 
0.25 
0 .65 
3.8if 
2 .00 
0.99 
If. 28 
1.39 
2.1if 
2 .75 
0.09 
5.5s 1.90 
5.^ +9 
^ .93 
3. I6 
2 .12 
3 . I6 
3.32 
1.68 
0.98 
He 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
imarks 
^ . 0 1 
< . o i 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 5 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^1.01 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 5 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 5 
^1.01 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
Z . 0 5 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
Z . 0 5 
. : .o i 
^ . 0 1 
^ 0 . 5 
»b 
TABUE 5.2 TEAIT COlPARlSCM IN TEilMS OF DESlilABILITY; POPULAKS VS. 
ISOUH&S 
S.No. F a c t o r s 
1 . Bad 
2 . Good 
3 . Loyal 
h* D i s loya l 
J. Stupid 
o. Clever 
7 . Ugly 
8 . B e a u t i f u l 
9 . Shor t 
10 . T a l l 
1 1 . Pass ive 
12 . Active 
13. Blow 
lif. Fas t 
1^. Powerless 
1o . Powerful 
17 . D i r t y 
18 . Neat 
19. Lazy 
20. Hardworking 
2 1 . Unfriendly 
2 2 . F r i end ly 
2 3 . Qui te 
2if. Loud 
25. Mean 
26. Kind 
2 7 . Weak 
2 8 . Strong 
2 9 . Untrustworthy 
30 . Trustworthy 
3 1 . fiela;ced 
32 . Tense 
POPUL ARS 
Mean S.D. 
2 . 3 
h.2 
If. 2 
1.8 
2 . 3 
3.9 
2 . 0 
^.5 
2.1f 
^ .^3 
3.1 
2 .8 
2.3 
3.8 
2.5 
3.7 
2 . 3 
^.5 
1.9 
»f.3 
2 . 5 
3.6 
2 .9 
3.2 
1.9 
^.3 
2.1 
If.O 
1.8 
^.5 
2 .3 
3.7 
0.9 
1.0 
0.8 
0 .7 
1.0 
1.2 
0.6 
0.6 
1.2 
0.7 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.2 
1.1 
1.3 
0.8 
0.6 
0 .8 
0 .9 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
1.1 
0 .7 
0.6 
1.0 
0.9 
0.8 
^•5 1.0 
1.1 
ISOLATES 
Mean 
1:1 
3.3 
2 . 3 
2.5 
3.2 
2 .1 
3.6 
2.6 
2 . 9 
2.5 
3-? 2 .6 
3 .0 
2 . 9 
2.k 
2 . 2 
3.1 
2 .6 
3>h 
3.1 
•^? 3 . 0 
2 .6 
2.1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2.lf 
2 .6 
3.2 
2 . 2 
2 . 7 
S.D. 
0.8 
1.1 
1.0 
0 .7 
0 .9 
1.0 
0 .7 
1.1 
0.8 
1.0 
0!? 
0-5 
0.8 
1.0 
0.9 
ol8 
0.8 
•^5 0.8 
S-9 0.9 
1.0 
0 .7 
0.9 
1.2 
0.8 
0 .8 
0.9 
0.8 
1.1 
t 
o.w 
5.58 
If. 71 
2.91+ 
0.87 
2.95 
0.73 
If. If2 
0.82 
1*7? 
2.lf2 
0.72 
1.23 
3.88 
1.86 
6 .00 
0.86 
8.98 
^.33 
»f.76 
2.92 
3.2if 
0.58 
2,91 
1.68 
7.85 
3.36 
8.2if 
^ 3 2 
8.15 
0.31 
if .65 
R< 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
m a r k s 
^ . 0 1 
^•2 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ .01 
^1.01 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 5 
t . 0 1 
Z .01 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
Z . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ .05 
Z .01 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
C .01 
zl.Ol 
bo 
TABl£ 5 .3 TRAIT CCMPAaiSON IN TEi^ MS OF COMMCMESS; POPUUiiiS VS. ISOLATES 
S.No. Factors 
1 . Bad 
2 . Good 
3 . Loyal 
h. D is loya l 
5* Stupid 
6 , Clever 
7. Ugly 
8 . Beaut i fu l 
9 . Short 
10, T a l l 
1 1 . Pass ive 
12. Act ive 
13 . Slow 
l^ f. F a s t 
1 j . Powerless 
16. Powerful 
17. Dirty 
18 . Neat 
19 • Lazy 
20 , Hardwoiiclr^ 
2 1 . Unfriendly 
2 2 . Friendly 
2 3 , Quite 
2lf. Loud 
25 . Mean 
26 . Kind 
27. Weak 
28. Strong 
29 . Untrustworthy 
30« Trustworthy 
3 1 . Relaxed 
32, Tense 
POPUURS 
Mean 
3.6 
2 .3 
2*3 
3 .7 
if.O 
2 . 0 
2 ,8 
3 .2 
3 .9 
2.lf 
3 .5 
2 . 3 
3 .9 
2 .3 
3 .5 
2 . 7 
3.6 
2 , 2 
3 .5 
^•? 3«6 
2 .3 
3.1 
2 .9 
3 . 2 
2 .5 
3 .7 
2.1f 
3.6 
2 .5 
3 .7 
2 , 2 
S.D. 
1 .0 
1.2 
1 .2 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
1.M-
1.^ 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
1 .0 
l.if 
l.lf 
1.3 
1.3 
l.lf 
1.»+ 
1.3 
1.3 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
1 .0 
ISOLi^ TES 
Mean 
1:1 
2 . 9 
2 .6 
2 .9 
3 . 0 
2 .8 
2 .3 
2 . 3 
2 . 5 
2 . 3 
3 - ^ 
2 . 5 
3 . 2 
2.lf 
2.lf 
3.1 
2 .6 
3 .3 
2 . 7 
3'^ 2 .8 
2 . 5 
3 . 2 
2 . 7 
2.lf 
3.1 
3 A 
3.1 
2 ,6 
2.1 
2 , 0 
S.D. 
0.9 
1.2 
0.9 
0,8 
1.1 
1 .0 
ol8 
0.7 
0.9 
0 .7 
1.1 
S'7 0.9 
S-7 0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
1.1 
0.9 
1.1 
^'l 1.0 
1.2 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
1.1 
oil 
0,8 
t 
5.i+2 
2 .99 
3 . Of 
5.66 
5.^0 
If. 91 
0.00 
If. 06 
7.91 
0.5^ 
6 , 0 0 
If. 56 
7.37 
If. 51 
5.26 
1.35 
2 .59 
1.78 
1.07 
1.18 
2.5>+ 
2 . 2 0 
2 .07 
I'M 
0.60 
2 .59 
if.6l 
1.97 
0.22 
8.53 
0,8if 
Re 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
marks 
^^.01 
^.01 
^.01 
Z.01 
Z.01 
^ .01 
^..o\ 
^.o^ 
^.01 
/:.?1 
^•2 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 1 
< . 0 5 
<1.01 
^1.05 
< . 0 5 
< . 0 5 
^^  ^ 
^ . 0 1 
Z.01 
.1 .05 
/ . 0 1 
*-^  
Table 5.1 presents the comparison of ra t ings of populars 
and i so l a t e s with regard t o the importance of adjec t ives . 
Table shows tha t on twenty five adjectives the difference 
between the r a t ings of two group i s s ign i f i can t . An examina-
t ion of the table 5«1 reveals that both the groups have ra ted as 
unimportant the adject ives l i k e , bad, d i s l o y a l , stupid, ugly , 
shor t , slow, powerless, d i r t y , lazy and relaxed; b e a u t i f u l , 
ac t ive , f a s t , hardworking, f r iendly , loud, mean and untrustworthy 
have been given ra t ings near neutra l point by both the groups. 
Populars have rated as Important the adject ives l i k e good, 
l o y a l , kind, strong and trustworthy; comparatively i s o l a t e s 
have rated these adject ives e i t h e r as neutral or unimportant. 
Table 5*^ shows the comparison of populars* and i so la tes* 
ra t ings with regard to the d e s i r a b i l i t y of the t r a i t s . On 
twenty two adjec t ives , the difference between the two groups' 
r a t ings i s s ign i f i can t . An overal l examination of the table 
reveals tha t both the populars and i s o l a t e s have given undesi ra-
ble ra t ings to the t r a i t s l i k e bad, d i s l oya l , s tupid , ugly , 
shor t , slow, powerless, d i r t y , l azy , mean, weak, untrustworthy 
and relaxed. Both the groups have given neutral r a t i ngs to the 
adject ives l i k e clever and f a s t . Populars have ra ted the 
adject ives good, l o y a l , b e a u t i f u l , t a l l , nea t , hardworking, 
kind, strong and trustworthy as des i rab le . As compared t o 
populars, i s o l a t e s have given e i the r the neut ra l or undesirable 
ra t ings to these adject ives . 
Table 5»3 gives the canparison between r a t i ngs of 
populars and i s o l a t e s in terms of the rareness of the desc r ip -
t ive t r a i t s . On twenty three adject ives the difference between 
the ra t ings of the two groups i s s ign i f i can t , A perusal of the 
table reveals tha t both the poFulars and i s o l a t e s have ra ted 
as uncommon to the adject ives l i k e l oya l , ugly , t a l l , powerful, 
neat , hardworking, f r i end ly , kind, trustworthy and tense. The 
adjectives l i k e d i r t y , l azy , unfr iendly , weak and untrustworthy 
are rated as neutral with respect to ccxnmonness-uncommonness, 
by both the groups. 
TABLE 6 .1 TRAIT CCMPABISCW I N TEAMS OF aMPCETANcsi; NEGiECTEiis v s . 
XSOUTES 
S. No. Fac t o r s 
1 . Bai 
2 , Good 
3« Loyal 
If. D i s l o y a l 
5 . Stupid 
6 , Clever 
7 . Ugly 
8« B e a u t i f u l 
9 . Short 
10 . T a l l 
1 1 . Pas s ive 
12 . Act ive 
1 3 . Slow 
1if. F a s t 
1 5 . Powerless 
16, Powerful 
1 7 . D i r t y 
1 8 . Neat 
1 9 . Lazy 
20 , Hardworking 
2 1 . Unfriendly 
2 2 . Frierxi ly 
2 3 . Qui te 
2lf. Loud 
2 5 , Mean 
26 . Kind 
27 . Weak 
2 8 . Strong 
2 9 . Untrustwortiiy 
30 . Trustworthy 
3 1 . Relaxed 
32. Tense 
NEGLECTEE^ 
Mean 
3.6 
3.1 
3-? 
3.6 
2 .6 
3 . 0 
2 . 8 
3 A 
2 .7 
2 . 7 
2 .9 
3 .3 
2 . 5 
2 . 9 
2 . 5 
3.1 
3 . 0 
3-0 
2 . 9 
3.2 
3.2 
3 . ^ 
3 .0 
3 . 0 
2 .8 
3.6 
3.»+ 
3.1 
3 .3 
3.2 
2 .9 
2 .6 
S .P. 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0 .7 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
0.5 
1.0 
0.8 
1.2 
1.0 
1.0 
?:2 
0.9 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
1.1 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 
1 . 0 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
0.8 
ISOLATES 
Mean 
2.1+ 
2 . 5 
2 . 7 
2.1f 
2 . 7 
2 . 9 
2.1 
3.5 
2 .8 
2 .8 
3 .0 
3.5 
2 . 5 
3 . 0 
2.1f 
2 .8 
2 . 8 
3-^ 2.1+ 
3.8 
2 . 5 
3.2 
2 . 3 
3 . 0 
1:1 
U 
3.1 
ti 
3.1 
S.D. 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
1.2 
1.1 
0.7 
1.0 
0.9 
1.0 
0.8 
0.9 
0 .7 
1.1 
0.8 
2-9 0.7 
S-9 0.7 
1.0 
0 ,8 
0.9 
0 .8 
1.2 
0.8 
0.9 
0.9 
1.1 
0.9 
0.8 
0 .7 
0.9 
t 
5.89 
3.19 
3.68 
5.98 
0.69 
0.61 
if.lit 
0 .35 
0.51 
0.1+7 
0 .85 
0 .80 
0.11 
0.1+1+ 
1 .17 
1.35 
1.12 
2.M+ 
2.61+ 
2 .39 
3.57 
0.97 
i+.oi 
0.25 
2 .35 
2 .70 
5.18 
2 .32 
0.95 
1.76 
1.53 
2.1+5 
Remarks 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
p 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
< . 0 1 
< . o i 
< . o i 
< . o i 
^ . 0 1 
c^o^ 
<.oi 
^ .01 
^:.01 
^ .01 
< . 0 5 
/ . 0 1 
i*<>5 
^ . 0 5 
^ . 0 1 
•S'i 
TABlfi 6 . 2 T R A H CQMPAHISCN IN TEiiMS OF DESIflABILlTY; MiGLclGHiES VS. 
ISOLiiTiiS 
S.No. F a c t o r s 
1 . BacL 
2 , Good 
3 . Loyal 
if. P i s l o y a l 
5 . Stupid 
6 , Clever 
7 . Ugly 
8 . B e a u t i f u l 
9. Shor t 
10. T a l l 
1 1 . Pass ive 
12 . Active 
1 3 . Slow 
1$ . F a s t 
1 J . Powerless 
I 0 . Powerful 
17. D i r t y 
18 . l ieat 
19 . Lazy 
20 , Hardworking 
2 1 , Unfriendly 
22 . F r i end ly 
2 3 . Qui te 
2k, Loud 
2 5 . Mean 
2 6 . Kind 
2 7 . Weak 
28* Strong 
2 9 . Untrustworthy 
30* Trustworthy 
3 1 . Relaxed 
32. Tense 
NaGli-CIKliS 
Mean 
2 .8 
3.6 
3-2 2.88 
2.lf 
2 .9 
2 . 3 
3 .3 
2 .8 
2.6 
2 . 5 
3.1 
2 . 5 
2 . 5 
2.1f 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
2 . 7 
3 .3 
2 .9 
3.6 
2 .9 
2 . 7 
2 . 3 
•^? 2.6 
2 .8 
2 . 2 
3«2 
2.6 
2.1+ 
S.D. 
0.8 
0.9 
1.2 
0.7 
0 .7 
0.9 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
1.0 
0 .7 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
0.9 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 
l.lf 
0.9 
0 .8 
1.1 
0.9 
1.0 
0.8 
1.0 
1.2 
0.9 
ISOLATES 
Mean 
ti 
3 .3 
2 . 3 
2 , 5 
3.2 
2.1 
3.6 
2 .6 
2 .9 
2 . 5 
3-? 2 .6 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2.lf 
2.2 
3.1 
2 .6 
3.lf 
3.1 
2 . 9 
3 .0 
2 .6 
2.1 
3 . 0 
2 .9 
2.lf 
2 .6 
3 .2 
2 . 2 
2 . 7 
S.i). 
0.8 
1.1 
1.0 
0.7 
0.9 
1.0 
0 .7 
1.1 
0.8 
1.0 
0 .7 
0.8 
0.9 
0,8 
1.0 
0.9 
o'J 
0.8 
0.9 
0,8 
0.9 
0.9 
1.0 
0 .7 
0.9 
1.2 
0.8 
0.8 
0-? 
0,8 
1,1 
t 
2.66 
2.91 
1.33 
3.22 
0.57 
1.33 
3 .7^ 
kU 
1.9+ 
0.00 
0.71 
0 . 3 ^ 
2.lf0 2 .36 
3.30 
5.H+ 
2.11+ 
0.1+3 
0.1+6 
1.23 
2 .73 
0.52 
0.1+if 
0.97 
2.1+5 
1.3^ 
1.91 
2.1+3 
0.09 
2 .08 
1.11 
Re 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
p 
p 
P 
p 
imarks 
^ . 0 1 
< . o i 
^ . 0 1 
^1.01 
< . 0 5 
4 .01 
^.0] 
< . 0 5 
V. ^ 
41.01 
< . o i 
< . 0 5 
^ . 0 1 
^ . 0 5 
HJ 
TAB IE 6 .3 laAlT CQMPiiiasai IN TjimS OF GCHMCNNaSS; NEGlJiiGTiiES VS. ISOLATES 
S. No* Factors 
1 . Bai 
2 . Good 
3 . Loyal 
if. Dis loyal 
5. Stupid 
o . Clever 
7. Ugly 
8 . Beautiful 
9 . Short 
10. Tal l 
1 1 . Passive 
12 . Active 
13 . Slow 
1^. Fast 
15» Powerless 
16. Powerful 
17. Dirty 
18 . Neat 
19. Lazy 
20 . Hardworking 
2 1 . Unfriendly 
22 . Friendly 
2 3 . Quite 
2h, Loud 
25 . Mean 
26 . iand 
27. Weak 
28 . Strong 
29 . Untrustworthy 
30. Trustworthy 
3 1 . Relaxed 
32 . Tense 
1£GISCISSS 
Mean 
2.6 
3.k-
3.7 
2.9 
2 .5 
2 . 9 
2.9 
3.1 
2 .7 
2.if 
2.8 
2 .9 
n 
2 .9 
2 .9 
3 . 0 
3.1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
3 . 0 
2 .8 
2 .7 
2 .0 
3.1 
2 .9 
2 .9 
2 .9 
2 .8 
2 .7 
1:1 
S.D, 
1.2 
0.9 
0.9 
o.a 1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
1.1 
0.9 
0.8 
1 .0 
0.8 
1.1 
1 .0 
1.1 
0.9 
1 .0 
1 .0 
1.1 
0.9 
1 .0 
1 .0 
1.0 
1 .0 
1.0 
1.1 
0.9 
1 .0 
1 .0 
0.8 
1.2 
ISOUTSS 
Mean 
tt 
2 . 9 
2 .6 
2 . 9 
3 . 0 
2 . 3 
2 . 3 
2 .3 
2 . 5 
2 . 3 
3.U-
I'A 
2.if 
2.if 
3-3 2 .6 
3 .3 
2 . 7 
3 . 0 
2 .8 
2 . 5 
3 . 2 
2 . 7 
2.1f 
3.1 
3.»+ 
3.1 
2 .6 
2.1 
2 . 0 
S^. 
0.9 
1.2 
0.9 
0.8 
1.1 
1.0 
0 .7 
0.8 
0.7 
0.9 
0.7 
1.1 
0.9 
0.7 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
1.1 
0.9 
1.1 
0.7 
1.0 
1.2 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
1.1 
°d 
0.8 
t 
o.5if 
1.55 
3 .95 
i . iw-
1.78 
0.35 
0.39 
^.20 
2 . I J 
0.96 
2 .88 
1.98 
1.2if 
2.99 
2.6if 
2.56 
0.31 
2.31 
1.39 
0.57 
0.09 
0.21 
0.86 
2.67 
1.91 
2 .75 
0.93 
2 .72 
1.38 
0.67 
3.»fO 
2 .79 
Aemarks 
P ^ . 0 1 
P < . 0 5 
p < . o i 
P < . 0 5 
V, 
P 4.01 
p < .05 
P <.01 
P ^.01 
P <.01 
P 0^5 
p < . o i 
p ^ . 0 5 
p <..oi 
p < .01 
P ^ . 0 1 
p < . o i 
b j 
Table 6.1 presents the comparison between the ra t ings 
of neglectees and i s o l a t e s with regard to the importance of 
the t r a i t s . The difference between the ra t ings of two groups 
i s s igni f icant on s ix teen ad jec t ives . A close observation of 
the table reveals t h a t both neglectees and i s o l a t e s r a t e adjec-
t ives l i ke s tupid, ug ly , shor t , t a l l , slow, powerless, lazy, 
mean and relaxed as unimportant. Neutral r a t ings have been 
given to the adject ives l i k e beau t i fu l , a c t ive , neat , hardworking, 
f r iendly , loud, kind, s t rong , untrustworthy and trustworthy by 
both the groups. S t r i k i n g l y , both the groups have rated not a 
single adjective as important. 
Table 6.2 shoiws the ccxnpsorison of the neglectees* r a t ings 
with tha t of i s o l a t e s in terms of the d e s i r a b i l i t y of the 
t r a i t s * The table ind ica tes tha t the ra t ings of the two groups 
d i f f e r s igni f icant ly for for teen adject ives . An overal l obser-
vation of the table 6,2 reveals tha t both neglectees and i s o l a t e s 
have been given undesirable r a t i n g s to the adject ives l i k e bad, 
d i s l o y a l , s tupid , ugly , shor t , t a l l , pass ive , slow, powerless, 
lazy , loud, mean, weak, s t rong , untrustworthy, relaxed and 
tense . Neutral r a t ings have been given by both the groups to 
the t r a i t s l i k e good, l o y a l , b e a u t i f u l , ac t ive , neat, hardworking, 
kind and t rustworthy. The remarkable feature i s t h a t not a 
single adjective has been regarded as desirable by e i t h e r of 
the groups. 
Table 6,3 shows the comp8u:lsoQ of ra t ings of neglectees 
and I s o l a t e s , regarding the rareness of the t r a d t s . Tbe 
table Indica tes t ha t r a t ings of the two groups d i f fe r 
s igni f icant ly en s ix teen t r a i t s . Both tbe groups have 
rated as unccnunon the a d j e c t i v e s l i ke bad, disloyail , s tupid , 
ugly, sho r t , t a l l , pass ive , slow, powerless, powerful, 
hardworking, f r i end ly , q u i t e , kind, t rustworthy, relaxed 
and t ense , neut ra l r a t i n g s have been given t o the adject ives 
l ike good, d i r t y , lazy and unfr iendly. To both the groups 
none of the th i r ty - two adject ives i s vexry common or even 
coBunon. 
In view of the t h i rd objective of the study, the 
median-test was used t o compare the three types of e r r o r s 
v i z . , leniency e r r o r , ha lo-effec t and r a t e r - t r a i t i n t e r -
action of populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s . The r e s u l t s 
are presented in Table 7« 
TABLE 7 . 1 COMPARISON OF THE lENIENGY SRROR I N TliL RATINGS OF 
POPULAi^S, NEGLSCTKES Ax© ISOLATEf**' 
N 
Above the Median ^^ W 5 ^ 
(I5.3) (I5.3) (I5.3) 
Median = -.CM-Z 
Below the Median 3 16 25 Mf 
(II+.6) (1if.6) ( I I+.6; 
30 30 30 90 
Chi -square = 3 2 . 6 P Z. .01 
TABLE 7.2 CaiPARlSC»I OF THE HALO ERROR OF POPULARS, NEGLSGTEES 
AND ISOLATES IN THEIR SELF RATINGS. 
P N I 
Above the Median 12 W I7 U.3 
(1^.3) (14-.3) (1l^•.3) 
Median = - .00+ 
Below t h e Median 18 16 I 3 i+7 
C15.6) (15.6) (V5.6) 
30 30 30 90 
Ch i - squa re = 2.5^4-; P > . 0 5 
"^i-ut^ULAHo ( p ) , NhGLcCIhBa (N) ^^ j^D lSUi>iTBi ( I ) . 
b j 
TABIfi 7.3 GCMPARISON OF THE HALO EHROE OF POPDLARS, NEGI£CTEES 
AND ISOLATES IN TliElH RATINGS OF T « OTHER POPULARS. 
P N I 
Above the Median 16 I 3 ^k• if3 
(1if.3) (1if .3) (IU-.3) 
Median = .OfO 
Below the Median 1»+ I7 16 U? 
(15.6) (15.6) (15-6) 
30 30 30 90 
Chi -square = .50 ; P > .05 
TABIE 7»^ COMPARISON OF THE HALO ERROR OF POPULARS, NEGIfiCTSBS 
AND ISOLATES IN THSIR RATINGS OF THE OTHER J«iGIECTEES. 
P N I 
Above the Median 16 llf 16 U6 
(I5.3) (15.3) (I5.3) 
Median = .Q23 
Below the Median 11+ 16 11+ M+ 
(II+.6) (1i+,6) (I1+.6) 
30 30 30 90 
Chi -square = .3^ + ; P > .05 
l U J 
TABIE 7.5 CCMPARISCN OF THE HALO EHROR OF POPULARS, NEGI£CTISSS 
AND ISOLATES IN THEIR RATINGS OF TiE OTHER ISOLATES. 
N 
Above the Median 1M- 15 U ^2 
(1M-.0) ( l i+.O) (1 i^,0) 
Median = .020 
Below the Median 16 15 I7 »+8 
(16.0) (16.0) (16,0) 
30 30 30 90 
Chi-square = .26 j p > . 0 5 
TABLE 7.6 CaiPARISON OF THE RATBR-THAIT INTERACTION OF POPULARS, 
NEGLECTEES AND ISOLATES ON THE 'BAD-GOOD' 
SCALE. 
P N I 
Above the Median 9 15 17 ^1 
( I3.6) (13.6) (13.6) 
Median = .1if3 
Below the Median 21 15 13 1+9 
(16,3) (16.3 ) (16,3) 
30 30 30 90 
Chi-square = M-.70; p > . 0 5 
iu.. 
TABI£ 1.1 COMPARISCN OF THE RATER-TRAIT INTERACTICN OF POPULARS, 
NEGLECTaES AND ISOLATES ON TIE 'STRONG-WEAK' SCAIS. 
P N I 
Above the Median 19 12 12 if3 
(m-.3) (1if.3) (1^.3) 
Median = .276 
Below the Median 11 18 18 \1 
(I5.6) (I5.6) (I5.6) 
30 3O 30 90 
Chi -square = ^-.065 p > . 0 5 
T ^ I B 7 .8 COMPARISON OF THE RATER-TRAIT INTERACTION OF POPULARS, 
NEGLSCTEBS AND ISOLATES ON THE 'MEAN-KIND* SCALE. 
P N I 
Above the Median 18 11 12 M-1 
( I3 .6 ; (I3.6) ( I3 .6; 
Median = .3O3 
Below the Median 12 I9 18 lf9 
(16.3) (16.3> (I6.3) 
30 30 30 90 
Chi -square = 3.55 P > « 0 5 
lu .^ 
TABI£ 7.9 CCMPARISON OF THB RAIER-TRAIT XNTESACTION OF POPULARS, 
NEGIECTEES AND ISOLATES ON THE 'BEAUTIFUL-OGLr' SGAIE. 
P N I 
Above the Median 18 I9 11 ^8 
(16.0) (16.0) (16.0) 
Median = .25lf 
Below ti» Median 12 11 19 M-2 
(11^.0) (lif.O) (lif.O) 
30 30 30 90 
Chi-square = 5.O7; P >.05 
Table 7,1 presen ts the comparison of the leniency e r ro r in 
ra t ings of populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s . The difference 
among the three groups i s s ign i f i can t . An overview of the 
t ab le shows tha t most of the populars (27 out of 3O) are more 
l en ien t in t h e i r r a t i n g s . In the case of neglectees about equal 
number of subjects are found to give more len ien t and l e s s l en i en t 
r a t i ngs . Of a l l the three groups, i s o l a t e s are l e a s t l en ien t beca-
use as many as 25 out of 3O sire found t o assign ra t ings f a l l i ng 
below the median. 
Table 7.2 shows the comparison of the ha lo-er ror of the 
populars, neglectees and i s o l a t e s in t h e i r s e l f^ ra t ings . The 
iqn i f lean t ly 
three groups do not d i f fer /wi th respect to t h e i r frequencies 
fa l l ing above and below the median. 
i U o 
Table 7.3 compares the halo eri 'or of populars , neglectees 
and i s o l a t e s in t he i r r a t ings of the other populars. No s ign i -
f icant difference i s found among the three groups with regard 
to the frequencies f a l l i n g above and below the median. 
Table 7.h presents the comparison of the halo e r ror 
of populars, neglectees and i s o l a t e s in t h e i r ra t ings of the 
others neglectees. The three groups do not d i f fe r s i g n i f i -
cantly with respect to t he i r frequencies f a l l i ng above and 
below the median. 
Table 7.5 gives the comparison of the halo e r ro r of 
populars, neglectees and i s o l a t e s in the i r r a t i ngs of the 
other i s o l a t e s . No s ign i f i can t difference i s found among 
the three groups with regard to the frequencies f a l l ing 
above and below the median. 
Table 7.6 ind ica tes the comparison of the r a t e r - t r a i t 
in te rac t ion of populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s on the 'Bad-
Good • t r a i t p a i r . The three groups do not d i f fe r s ignif icant ly 
with respect to t h e i r frequencies failling above and below the 
median. 
Table 7,7 p resents the comparison of the r a t e r - t r a i t 
in te rac t ion of populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s on the 'Strong 
Weak' sca le . No s ign i f ican t difference i s found among the 
l U 
three groups with reg£ird to the freiiuencies f a l l i ng above and 
below the median. 
Table 7.8 gives the comparison of the r a t e r - t r a i t 
in te rac t ion of populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s on the 'Mean-
Kind' s ca le . The three groups do not d i f f e r s igni f icant ly 
with respect to t h e i r frequencies f a l l i ng above and belcw 
the median. 
Table 7,9 presents the comparison of the r a t e r - t r a i t 
in te rac t ion of the populars , neglectees and i s o l a t e s on the 
•Beautiful-Ugly' s ca l e . No s ign i f i can t difference i s found 
among the thre^ groups with regard to t h e i r frequencies f a l l ing 
above and below the median. 
CHAPTER - V 
D I S C U S S I 0 N 
l U o 
D I S C U S S I O N 
Perhcips from the very beginning of c i v i l i z a t i o n , there 
has been concern with the question us t o why some people 
become popular among peers , while o thers are rejected to the 
extent of l iv ing lonely l i f e in i s o l a t i o n . With the ^<oreno•s 
discovery of 'Sociometry' as e device for measuring the 
popular i ty of ind iv idua ls in a group, i t became pobsible for 
soc ia l s c i e n t i s t s to conduct empirical s tudies of the fac tors 
associated with the popu la r i ty . I t was na tu ra l for soc i a l 
s c i e n t i s t s to s t a r t with the assumption th^ t populars have 
cer ta in personal i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t r i c s which enables them to 
win the respect and admiration of t h e i r peers , Lo,ter on i t 
was r ea l i zed tna t the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which make an i n a i v i -
dual popular among peer group may not ensure his populor i ty 
among members of another group, because c u l t u r a l va r i a t i ons 
play very important r o l e in determining what i s to be admired 
by an indiv idual aDout others (Wani, 1982), 
The present study i s one more attempt to discover the 
fac tors tha t lead to d i f f e ren t levels of accep tab i l i ty of the 
ina iv idua l by members of a group t o which he belongs. The 
present attempt i s , however, d i f fe ren t from the previous 
ones in respect of i t s emphasis on the cognit ive processes 
and evaluat ions of the desc r ip t ive t r a i t s by the populars , 
neglectees ono i s o l o t e s , because the subjects belonging to 
lu 
three groups were expectea to aiffer in their self-perception 
and perception of those who uj-e different from them with 
respect to sociometric stctus. It was assumed that the difference 
in self-description and description of others has to with the 
differences of the evaluation of the adjectives with which 
they hove to describe themselves and others. Further, it w^ s^ 
assumed that the three groups may differ with regard to various 
biased components involved in the process of self and other 
perception. 
It is logical to assume thot some individuals become 
popular among their cohorts because they know whut traits 
dre admired in the society to which they belong and they 
either cultivate those cherccteristics in themselves or are 
cble to make others believe that they possess the socially 
desiruble traits. The pooulars may dso be aware of whc;t is to 
be done to attract others while making others feel that they 
would reap rich dividends in their future interaction without 
incurring too much cost. Aoaitionally, populors may be the 
persons who hove a strong need for approval and, therefore, 
conform to the social norms. 
With the obove introductory remarks about the purpose 
of the stuay let us state the specific objectives of the 
study dna then exan.ine how far the findings of the study 
are in accordance with the theoretical expectations. 
iu 
It mu.y be recalled that there were three nidin objecti-
ves of the study : (a) to find out the differences in self 
and otherjperception of populars, neglectees -nd isolates; 
(b) to discover differences among the three groups with 
respect to evaluation of truits in terms of their socirJl 
aesircibility, importance and rcirenessj and (c) to discover 
the differences ar.ong the three groups with regc.ro to the 
biased components viz,^ leniency error, halo-effect end rater-
trait intercction, 
Co far as the first objective of the study is concerned, 
it wos expected th-t there may oe differences among the three 
sociorr.etric groups regarding their self-perception. It wcs 
hypothesized that populars may perceive themselves as poss-
essing the socially desirable traits and in the Case of 
neglectees and isolates, the expectation wc s contrary. 
There are individual differences in the desire to 
manage and effectively market one's behaviour so as to achieve 
favourable evaluations from others. This heightened dependence 
on others for approval influences the indivioual's self-
esteem. Differences in approval motivation, thot is, the 
aesire to win the approval of significant others he ve been 
related to social conformity in several stucies (Crowne and 
Liverant, 1963» Crowne and Marlowe, 1964; Strickland and 
Crowne, 1962), The more important it is to the individuc 1 
thct he be well regarded by others, the more frequently he 
iU.j 
confornis to group pressure. In general, people who .-re 
interuction-oriented (A'cDavid, l959f Schroder -nd Hunt, 
I9b6j Wilson, i960) ^nd who seek hormonious social reldtions 
and the esteem of important others tend to be conforming. 
Non-conforniists run the risk of rejection n^d people who 
conform to group norms do tend to become popular (/\rgyle, 
1957), Aji interesting confirmation of this point is provided 
in d study of the sociology of musical taste by Johnstone 
end Kdtz (1957). They reported thot the songs preferred by 
popular girls conform more closely to neighbourhood norms 
than the song preferences of the less popular. 
These empirical findings lead us to believe thc;t populars 
have a strong need for approval which may affect their self-
esteem and hence their self-perception. Since they receive 
some socidl appraisal, this may furtherrAise this need and 
thereby they try to acquire those traits which will add still 
further to their popularity. In contrast, neglectees and 
isolates don't huve the strong need for approval, therefore, 
they neither conform too much to the social norms, nor they 
try to aci.ieve good cheructt-ristics. The findings of the 
present stuoy seem to support these views, Populars h^ve 
perceived themselves as good, loyal, powerful, neat, hord-
working, friendly, kind and trustworthy. Neglectees and 
isolates h^ve perceived themselves os powerless, quite, weak, 
tense, bad, stupid, etc. 
1 U . > 
harlier stuaies of Dohlke (1953) cind Bc^ ron (1953) also 
support these findings. Dahike's study reveuied thot poorly 
adjusted children r^te themselves negutively ds compored to 
those who are better adjusted. Likewise, Baron's study 
revealed th^t high sociometric girls seldom inoicote the 
presence of adverse emotionulity or a sense of inordin.^ te 
environmentcil demands. They compare themeselves favourably 
with peers, feel securd in status, enjoy group dctivities and 
aisplay (systematic) behaviour infrequently end apoe^r to have 
established satisfactory home and school relationships. Girls 
of low sociometric status frequently indicate the presence 
of adverse emotionality and a sense of excessive environmental 
demands and compare unfavourably with peers. 
Regarding otherjperception two contradictory effpcts 
have been observed in the empirical studies. The first one, 
the false consensus effgct, is the tendency for people to 
perceive similarity, to assume that others feel, think or 
behove as they themselves do (e.g,, Fields and Schuman, l976j 
Ross, Greene dnd House, 1977; Sherman, et. cl, 1983) and that 
individuals often use the same categories in describing the 
other people that they use in describing themselves (Dornbusch, 
Uastorf, r.icherdson, Wuzzy and Vreelcjnd, 1956; Shrr-unger 
and y.ltrochi, 1964; Lemong and Warren, 1974; O'Keefe, Lelia and 
O' Keefe, 1977; Hirshberg and Jennings, I98O; Higgins, King 
and ;^avin, 1982; Lewicki, 1983), Lven some ecriitst theorists 
iia 
like Hall, 1898| Jomes, 1915; McDougall, 1921; ^ ead, 1934; 
etc, have elso supported the contention thot there is a 
reciprocal r.nd mutual influence between the self-concept 
end the perception of others. People differ greutly in 
perceiving others and there con be little doubt thc-t the self 
plays an important pert in this process. People obviously 
often atterr.ot to defend or enhance their self-esteem .-no use 
their images of themselves as comparison standctra in evalua-
ting themselves and others (e.g. Peterson, 1974; Weery ana 
/xkin, 1981). 
The second effect is the tendency to perceive others 
differently from oneself. This effect is mostly operutive 
in those instances in which the need to emerge as unique 
overriaes the need to be seen as a member of e group. The 
need to be unique is specially likely to be dominant, if 
being unique implies being 'better' (Fromkin, 1970, 1972). 
Besides the obove effects, another important effect 
which operates in the person perception process is the social 
stereotyping. Social stereotypes essentiolly consist of a 
set of characteristics attributed to a human group. It 
results from normal cognitive categorization processes thr:t 
ensue os a result of peoples' attempts to oeal with the 
enormous amount of information they receive about other 
people (/.llport, 1945; Hamilton, 1979, l98i; Tajfel, 1961). 
Such type of categorization becomes the basis for using 
I J . 
similarity or dissimilarity judgements (Campbell, 1977), 
Vi'hen we exumine the result of present study in the 
light of the cbove discussion, it seems th-t the perception 
of others h^s been mostly influenced by the inter-group 
discriminating effects. The results of the stuoy imply that 
populars as well as neglectees and isoldtes have perceived 
others belonging to their own sociometric groups simildr to 
themselves J whereas persons belonging to other sociometric 
groups have been perceived differently. For excimple, populers 
hove perceived other populars positively dnd other neglectees 
and other isolates negotively; neglectees ana isolates have 
perceived other neglectees and isolates negatively,that is in 
the Same way as they perceived themselves, and perceived 
other populars positively, i,e,, in contrast to their self-
evaluation . 
J\s far as the second aim, i.e. the trait evaluation 
of three sociometric groups is concerned, results show thft 
the difference do exist between the groups, Populers hove 
evaluated those traits as important and desirable which 
they have assigned to themselves, For example, populars 
perceived themselves as possessing the traits like good, loyal, 
powerful, nc-rdworking kind, neat, friendly and trustworthy; 
they hove evaluated some of these traits cs socially desirable 
11^ 
ond some us importcint, A11 of these troits hcve been 
evaluated by popul^rs as Pfire, It seems that popuicirs ore 
dware whot txdits are socially desirable und importcint, cind 
they try to acquire these traits so as to conform to the 
group norms. Simultaneously, they seem to have a desire 
to be unique i.e., be different from others. This is evioent 
from their evaluation of those traits as rcre which they think 
they possess and disc from the perception of others being 
contrasted from their self-percept ion. 
The relationship between being liked by the other 
members and the closeness of one's adherence to the group 
norms seems to be complex one. Sometimes results different 
from those reported earlier by us have been observed. For 
example, Dittes end Kelley (1956) demonstrated that the 
members who conform 'most' to the group norms, privately 
as well as publicly, are not populars but have an average 
amount of acceptance by the group. Likewise, Jones, Jones 
and Gergan (1963-^  have shown that when a person is seen to 
be dependent and consistently conforming, he is negotively 
evaluated. However, even if he is very conforming he is 
evaluated positively, if the conformity does not toke place 
in a context in which he is seen to be dependent. 
The obove findings and the findings of the present 
study lead us to believe that populars have a better 
IJ 
uncersttinaing cind perception of the s o c i a l interc^ction 
processes and s i tu^ . t ions . They seem to conform to the 
soc ia l norms only t o the extent which gives them the 
attainment of popu la r i ty , and they may not hesitc^te in 
devia t ing from the s o c i a l norms or being unique, where 
the devia t ion or being unique i s admired and i s , t h e r e -
fore , necessary for t h e i r maintenance of pupular i ty . The 
neglectees ana i s o l a t e s seem to leek the awareness of 
soc ia l ly des i rab le chcsrcicteristics as well as the ins igh t 
in the process of s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n . This is evident from 
t h e i r evaluation of t r a i t s . They huve evaluiJted those t r a i t s 
as unimportant and undes i rab le , which they think they possess . 
Simultaneously, they have evaluated the same t r a i t s as 
uncommon, ind ica t ing t h a t they consider themselves d i f f e ren t 
from o t h e r s . But for them being d i f fe ren t oi being unique 
does not mean being b e t t e r as i s evident from t h e i r se l f -
percept ion . Ins tead, t h i s i s an expressiofi of t h e i r awareness 
of being neglected and i so lo t ed . 
The th i rd aim of the study was t o find out the 
d i f ferences among the th ree sociometric groups regarding 
some biased components, i , e . , the leniency e r ror , ha lo -
effect and r c i t e r - t r d t i n t e r a c t i o n . 
The leniency effect i s the tendency t o r a t e oneself 
rts well os others high on fcvouroble t r a i t s ^no low on 
11^ 
unfavour>.ble ones. It was assun,ecl thut popul<?rs would be 
more lenient than ncglectees and isolates. The dsbumption 
was drawn from the social exchange theory propounded by a 
number of social theorists (for example, Homans, 1961; 
Thibaut anc Kelley, 1959) who have employed the conventional 
incentive formulation in analyzing many different forms of 
social behaviour. Social interactions areviewed as social 
exchange in which people are affected by the ratio of rewards 
to costs. Thiabaut end Kelley have proposed th^ t^ in dealing 
v;ith other people, the individual will consider more than the 
ratio between his rewards and costs in the interaction; he 
will be attracted to these people to the degree that there is 
a positive outcome (that is, his reward exceeds his cost). 
These exchange formulations are useful in accounting for 
differences in personal popularity as Thibaut and Kelley and 
Homc-ns have shown in their discussion of the well known study 
by Helen Hall Jennings (1950). In a comparison of highly 
popular teenage girls with tl.ose who were far less popular 
in a state institution for delinquent girls, the popular girls 
generally provided many more rewards to their peers at compa-
ratively little psychological cost to these others. 
Our result is in accordance with the above findings. 
Populars have been found to be more lenient in assigning the 
ratings than neglectees and isolates, thereby confirming 
the notion that populors, in order to enhance their populc;rity, 
are more generous to others. Neglectees and isolates seem to 
IJ 
underrrine t h e i r sociometr ic i.t<itus by giving less reword, 
in the form of being s t r i c t while rr'^ting o thers . 
Halo-effect i s the judge 's tendency t o r-^te subjec ts 
on several t r a i t s in terms of a general Impression of goodness 
or badness, Thorndike (1920) guve emphasis on the dr^mcitic 
fact thot if another wos l iked or found a t t r a c t i v e on one 
dimension, he would tend t o be liked in a l l r e spec t s . In the 
present study in tergroup differences were expected regcrding 
the ho lo -e f fec t , Populars were expected t o show less h a l o -
effect on the ground t h a t t h e i r perception and cognition of 
others ure more d i f f e r e n t i a t e d anc complex. This implies t h a t 
they would not be swayed by overa l l iraporession of others but 
would be able to judge each c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of others inoependently, 
Neglectees and i s o l a t e s were expected to show greater ha lo -
effect because of lack of i n t r a ind iv idue l difference in percep-
tion of o t h e r s . However, no s ign i f ican t difference was found 
among the th ree groups. The lack of difference among the groups 
r-ey be due t o the fact t h a t although these subjects were i n s t -
ructed t o keep in mind a p a r t i c u l a r indiv idual i , e , a popular 
a neglectee and an i s o l a t e , while r a t i ng o thers , they might 
not have adhered t o t h i s i n s t ruc t ion and hence considered the 
category of the ind iv idua l and rated him s t ^ o t y p i c a l l y , In 
tlie absence of cons idera t ion for i na iv idua l i t y or uniqueness, 
the cogni t ive d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ^nd complexity might have not 
been re levcnt in descr ib ing the o the r s . 
11 
The luck of d i f fe rence among the three gioups 
reg-rding r ^ t e r - t r a i t i n t e r a c t i o n , found in the present 
study, i s contrary t o the expectc-tion. I t muy be so becruse 
the genercl tendency of being less lenient i s so dominant 
throughout tha t the s l i g h t var ia t ions in the degree of leniency 
on the occession of assigning ra t ings for dif fe jent t r a i t s 
cire over shadowed by the generalized tendency of being lenient 
or s t r i c t in descr ibing o t h e r s . 
CHAPTER - VI 
S U M M A R Y 
I J . 
S U M M A R Y 
Much of a man's l i f e is spent in coordinated in te rac t ion 
with other people. A man is born, l ives in and consequently 
becomes the member of d i f ferent social groups. These groups 
are webs of socia l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Social re la t ions are es tab-
l ished through the i n t e r ac t i on between the various members of 
a group. To understand the nature of human interpersonal 
behaviour, has been the concern of thinkers over cen tu r i e s . 
Philosophers have expressed a keen i n t e r e s t in the nature and 
origins of human soc i a l behaviour, indeed, Plato and Ar i s to t l e 
paid considerable a t t en t ion t o many aspects of socia l i n t e r -
ac t ions . 
However, the systematic invest igat ion of group s t r u c t u r e 
and the individuals place in i t had i t s origin in the work of 
Moreno, "Who Shall Survive"? The technique of sociometry 
developed by him i s used for identifying ce r ta in c l ique s t r u c -
tures within groups, and a l so for assessing an ind iv idua l ' s 
social s ta tus in a given group. Thus, an individual can be 
a popular, a neglectee or an i s o l a t e (Moreno, 1944), An 
in te res t ing era in the f i e l d , however, began when several 
important var iables were re la ted t o the sociometric s t a tus 
of the ind iv idua l . Empirical s tudies have shown tha t physical 
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s , i n t e l l i g e n c e , age, sex, soc ia l c l a s s , race , 
i n t e r e s t s , values and personal i ty cha rac t e r i s t i c s have 
IJ 
s ign i f ican t re la t ionsh ips with the sociometric s ta tus of an 
individual (Jennings, 1952; Weber, 1956; Borg, 1958; Hart ip , 
1976; Gottman, 1977 e t c . ) . 
Reviewing the l i t e r a t u r e , one wonders that person 
perception processes — processes by which man comes to know 
and to think about other persons, t h e i r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , 
qua l i t i e s and inner s t a t e s — has been ignored. Our percep-
t ions of other persons se t the stage for our l a t e r in te rac t ions 
with them. That i s , our perceptions of t h e i r f ee l ings , 
motives, in tent ions and cha rac t e r i s t i c s strongly affect the 
way we react t o and with them. Indeed, i t is hard t o imagine 
r e l a t ions 
any aspect of our social /which is ' no t ' strongly affected 
by such percept ions . Jn the process of having impression 
of themselves and o thers , and in expressing the impressions 
in the form of r a t i n g s , r a t e r s are found t o make dif ferent 
kinds of e r rors e . g . , leniency e r ro r , halo-effect and r a t e r -
t r a i t i n t e rac t ion e r ro r . The magnitude of errors may be 
logica l ly expected t o be re la ted to cer ta in psychological 
va r i ab les . 
I t was surmised tha t popularity in soc ia l groups may 
be due t o acquiring of various personality t r a i t s which are 
admired in the s o c i e t y , in other words populars may be aware 
of the t r a i t s considered t o be des i rab le , important and r a r e , 
IJ . 
and t h i s awareness enables them to inculcate in t h e i r persona-
l i t i e s the t r a i t s which are required for t h e i r nomination as 
populers. I t was expected tha t there may be difference among 
the three groups regarding the biased components v i z . , 
leniency e r ro r , halo-effect and r a t e r - t r a i t i n t e r a c t i o n . 
Consequently, the present study was conducted with the 
following objec t ives : 
a) To find out the differences in self and o thers ' perception 
of populars, neglectees and i s o l a t e s ; 
b) To discover differences among the three groups with 
respect t o the evaluation of t r a i t s in terms of t h e i r 
soc ia l d e s i r a b i l i t y , importance and rareness ; and 
c) To discover the differences among the th ree groups with 
regard t o the biased components v i z . , leniency e r ro r , 
halo-effect and r a t e r - t r a i t in te rac t ion in t h e i r r a t i n g s . 
Methodology; 
Sample: 
Three sociometric groups, each comprising of 50 sub jec t s , 
iden t i f i ed from among the four hundred and f i f ty s tudents of 
class 9th and iOth from th r ee schools , made the sample for 
the 1st phase of the s tudy. For the second phase of the 
study, sample consis ted of t h r ee sociometric groups, each 
comprising of 30 s u b j e c t s . 
i ^ J 
Procedure; 
The present study was conducted in two phases. F i r s t 
of a l l three sociometric groups were i d e n t i f i e d . Sociometric 
s ta tus of each subject was determined by the administrat ion 
of a sociometric t e s t using three choices and three c r i t e r i a . 
For the 1st phase of the study, a 16 pairs adjective l i s t was 
used to measure the se l f and others perception. These 16 pairs 
were then detached t o have 32 ad jec t ives , and were used for 
the t r a i t evaluation measurement. The 2nd phase of the study 
was concerned with the measurement of bias'^'''components v i z , , 
leniency e r ro r , halo-effect and r a t e r - t r a i t i n t e r a c t i o n . 
The study of bias-^components was confined t o t h e i r operation 
in the ra t ings on 4 pairs of ad jec t ives . The pairs were 
those eight polar opposites which were evaluated d i f fe ren t ly 
by the th ree sociometric groups v i z . , populars, neglectees and 
i so l a t e s in a l l respects i . e . importance, d e s i r a b i l i t y and 
rareness . 
Statistics; 
The data was analysed with the help of the following 
s t a t i s t i c a l techniques : 
a) The t - t e s t was used for the s igni f icance of differences 
in se l f and o the rs ' perception of the three groups and 
1 .^;. 
also fo r the s igni f icance of difference among the evalua-
t i v e ra t ings of three groups. 
b) Guilford 's formula was used t o detect the errors and the 
extension of median-test was used to find out the s i g n i -
f icant difference among the three groups. 
Resul ts : 
The analysis of the data has revealed tha t there i s 
.difference in se l f as well as others perception of populars, 
neglectees and i s o l a t e s . Difference has a lso been found 
among the three groups with regard t o the t r a i t evaluat ion. 
AS far as biased components are concerned, the difference is 
found only in the case of leniency e r ro r . Populars have rated 
themselves and other populars pos i t ive ly , whereas neglectees 
and i so l a t e s have been rated negatively by them. Neglectees 
and i so l a t e s have ra ted themselves as well as other neglectees 
and i so l a t e s negat ive ly . Those t r a i t s which populars suppose 
are present in them, have been evaluated as important, des i rab le 
and uncommon by them; whereas, the t r a i t s which neglectees and 
i so l a t e s suppose are present in them, have been perceived as 
unimportant, undesirable and uncommon by them. Populars have 
rated themselves as well as others l e n i e n t l y , whereas, neglectees 
and i so la t e s have rated themselves as well as others s t r i c t l y . 
IZ. 
No difference i s , however, found among the three groups 
regarding the halo-effec t and r a t e r - t r a i t i n t e r a c t i o n . 
The r e su l t s of the study support the logical expectations 
t h a t : ( i ) populari ty in soc ia l groups may be due t o the 
acquiring of those t r a i t s , which are admired in the soc ie ty , 
( i i ) the re may be difference among populars, neglectees and 
i so la tes regarding the evaluation of t r a i t s . The log ica l 
expectation regarding the difference of biased components 
i s , however, p a r t i a l l y supported. 
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Afpendli - «^' 
Name Roll No. 
Age Class Section 
School/College City 
You have so many class-fellOtfs. You l ike some of your 
c lass-fe l lows very much. Ycu would be happy to do certain 
a c t i v i t i e s with those of your class-fel lows whco you l i k e very 
much. Below are given some questions about your choices of 
c lass-fe l lows you l ike much, please answer these. 
1. Which three students from this c lass room would you l ike 
to have as s i t t i n g companion? 
1 . 
2 . 
3. 
2. Which three students of th i s class-room would you l ike to 
play with dtiring recess in School? 
1 . 
2 . 
3. 
3 . Which three students of this class-room would you l ike to 
do a c lass-ass igment with you? 
1 . 
2 . _^ 
3. 
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Appgqdu 'S' 
Name R o l l No. 
Class SchooV College 
Few days back you and your classmates were required to 
indicate the choice of f r iends in d i f fe ren t s i t u a t i o n s . On the 
bas i s of your responses, I have ident i f ied three ca tegor ies of 
boys v i z . , (1) boys who are l iked by most of the c lassmates , 
(2) boys who are l iked by few classmates, and (3) boys who are 
not l i ked I jy others as s i t t i n g companions, play-mates, e t c . 
Today we are going t o do something d i f f e r en t . Below i s 
given a l i s t of opposite p a i r s of ad jec t ives . Using each pai r 
of opposite ad jec t ives , you have to give numbers from 1 t o 5 to 
indicate your judgement about the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of d i f f e r en t 
persons. You have t o assign numbers according to the system 
given below: 
£XAMPI£: P a i r s of Adjectives : LUGKY-UNLncKY 
1. I f you have t o indicate tha t the persons i s very unlucky, 
wri te 1. 
2. I f you have to indicate that the person i s somewhat unlucky, 
wri te 2 . 
3. I f yew have t o indicate that the person i s nei ther unlucky 
nor lucky, wr i te 3 . 
- x v l l -
k. If ycxi have to ind ica te that the person i s somewhat lucky, 
wri te M-, 
k-. I f you have t o indicate t ha t the person i s very lucky, 
wri te 5» 
Now you are required to describe yourself by giving 
numbers on each p a i r of ad;Jectives. After descr ibing yourself , 
you have to judge the q u a l i t i e s of your three c lass-mates: 
I ) The boy whom you think wi l l be preferred by most of the 
c lass-fe l lows for a l l the three a c t i v i t i e s : As t h e i r 
s i t t i n g ccMpanion, as play-mate and as a par tner for 
doing a class-assignment. Write the name of the boy 
on the top of the 1 s t column. 
I I ) The boy whom you think wi l l be prefered by few of h i s 
c lassfel lows for a l l the three a c t i v i t i e s : As t h e i r 
s i t t i n g companion, as play-mate suid as a par tner for 
doing a class-assignment. Write the name of the boy 
on the top of the I I column. 
I I I ) The boy whom you think w i l l not be prefered by any one 
for a l l the three a c t i v i t i e s : As t h e i r s i t t i n g ccmpanion| 
as play-mate and as a par tner in the class-assignment. 
Write the name of the boy on the top of the I I I column. 
- x v i l i -
Pa i r s of Adjectives Self I I I I I I 
1 ) Bad-Good 
2) Disloyal-Loyal 
3) Stupid-Clever 
If) Ugly-Beautiful 
5) Shor t -Tal l 
6) Passive-Active 
7) Slow-Fast 
8) Powerless-Powerful 
9) Dirty-Neat 
10) Lazy-Hardworking 
11) Unfriendly-Friendly 
12) Quite-Loud 
13) Mean-Kind 
^h) Weak-Strong 
15) Untrustworthy-Trustworthy 
16) Relaxed-Tense 
- xix -
Name R o l l No. 
Class School/College 
Last t ime, when I v i s i t ed you, you were required t o describe 
yourself and three other boys of your c l a s s in terms of pa i r s of 
opposite ad jec t ives . Now, I am present ing yox the same adjec-
t i ve s one by one and not i n p a i r s . This time you are requested 
t o indicate how much the personal qua l i ty described by each 
adjective i s 'IMPOBlAJff-aNIMPOaTANr J 'DESIflABIS-ONDESIRABIE'; 
and 'G0MM0N-UM20MM0N' - Tbe meaning of these terms i s given 
below: 
I ) IMPOHTANr-.nNIMPQRTAin! 
An Important cha r ac t e r i s t i c i s one, whose presence or 
absence in an individual on the whole make him a d i f f e ren t type 
of person. Against t h i s , an unimportant chau^'acteristic i s one 
whose presence or absence in an individual on the whole, w i l l 
make a l i t t l e difference in what type of a person he i s . 
I I ) DE SIRABI^ -TINDE SliJABIfi: 
In every soc ie ty , ce r t a in c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are considered 
to be d e s i r a b l e , while someother c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are thought to 
be undesirable e . g . , honesty i s considered t o be a des i rable 
- XX -
charaxj ter ls t ic , white, dishonesty i s thought to be an undesirable 
one. 
i n ) COMMON-UNCOMMON; 
Some c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are found in most of the persons , 
while some other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are found only in few individuals . 
For example, most of the persons ' l ove ' t he i r ch i ld ren , while 
very few people are 'Genius ' . 
Below i s given the l i s t of adject ives and the columns in 
which you have t o write your r a t i ngs . Taking each ad jec t ive , 
you have t o give niimbers from 1 t o 5 to i t so as t o indicate 
your judgement about i t s 'Importance-Unimpartance', 
'Des i r ab i l i t y -Undes i r ab i l i t y ' and 'Ccamnonness-Uncommonness', 
You have t o assign number according to the system given below: 
Si2^£IlPig: AdiectlveiHopestv: 
I ) lBP9rt&nQf-gn^P9r^ance; 
If you have t o indica te tha t honesty i s very important, 
write 5> i f you have t o indicate tha t honesty i s somewhat impor-
t a n t , wri te h. I f you have to indicate t ha t honesty i s neither 
important nor unimportant, write 3. I f you have t o indica te that 
honesty i s somewhat unimportant, wri te 2, I f you have to indica-
te tha t honesty i s very unimportant, write 1. 
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I I ) fieslrable-Undesirable; 
If you have to Indicate that honesty I s very d e s i r a b l e , 
write 5. I f you have to indicate tha t honesty i s somewhat 
des i r ab l e , wri te M-. I f you have to indicate t h a t honesty i s 
neither desirable nor undes i rable , wri te 3. I f you have t o 
indicate tha t honesty i s somewhat undes i rable , wr i te 2 , I f 
you have t o ind ica te tha t honesty i s very undes i rab le , wri te 1. 
I l l ) '[r'Jmmv'T-ffn^mr'Qp 
I f you have to indicate that honesty i s very common, 
write 5» I f you have t o indicate that honesty i s somewhat 
c(mmon, write h* I f you have to indicate tha t honesty i s 
iKither common nor uncommon, wri te 3. I f you have t o indicate 
t h a t honesty i s somewhat uncommon, write 2 . I f you have to 
indicate tha t honesty i s very uncommon, wri te 1* 
Lis t of Adjectives Important xDe s i r able : Common 
UnimportantAundesirable. Uncommon 
1) Bad 
2) Good 
3) Loyal 
h) Disloyal 
5) Slow 
6) Fas t 
7) Dir ty 
8) Neat 
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, 4 4 . ^ * - ^A*^^*•^^^^ A Important- J Des i r ab l e - ? Common-
Lla t of Adjectives f Unimportant g Undesirableg Uncommon 
9) Lazy 
10) Hardworking 
11) Powerless 
12) Powerful 
13) Passive 
lif) Active 
15) Short 
16) Ta l l 
17) Ugly 
18) Beautiful 
19) Stupid 
20) Clever 
21) Unfriendly 
22) Friendly 
23) Quite 
2lf) Loud 
25) Mean 
26) Kind 
27) Weak 
28) Strong 
29) Untrustworthy 
30) Trustworthy 
31) Relaxed 
32) Tense 
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Dear Student , 
Today you wil l be required to judge yourself and your 
th ree c lass-fe l lows in terms of each one of the •^ p a i r s of 
ob jec t ives writ ten cm two ends of a dotted l ine which i s a lso de-
marcated. You have to place a cross-mark (X) near l e f t or 
r igh t end of the l i ne if you have to indicate that person has 
much of the qua l i ty indicated by the adject ive. The nearness 
of the mark to the end indica tes the degree of qual i ty wri t ten 
at the endv Placing a mark at the middle of l ine ind ica tes 
tha t you are not in a posi t ion t o decide whether the person 
has quali ty indicated by le f t -hani side adject ive , or the 
qual i ty indicated by the r igh t hand side of the l i n e . 
Bemember, you have to r a t e ( i ) yourself, ( i i ) a boy, 
whom you think w i l l be prefered by most of the c lass- fe l lows 
for the s i t ua t i ons as s i t t i n g companions, a pluy-ciate and as 
a par tner for doing a class-assignment, ( i i i > a boy, who you 
think wi l l be prefered by few of h i s c lass-fel lows for a l l 
the three a c t i v i t i e s , and ( iv) a boy, whom you thlxiK wi l l 
not be preferred by anyone for a l l the three ca tegor ies . 
I am 
Bad , , , ,. ,. ..,Good 
A boy who i s l iked by most of the c lass-fe l lows i s 
Bad , , Good 
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A boy who i s l i k e d by few of the c l a s s f e l lows i s : 
Bad • • • .Good 
a boy who i s not l iKed by anyone i s ; 
Bad Good 
I am 
Strong Weak 
A boy who i s l i k e d by most of the c l a s s - f e l l o w i s : 
Strong Weak 
A boy who i s l i k e d by few of t h e c l a s s - f e l l o w s i s : 
S t rong Weak 
A boy who i s l i k e d by few of the c l a s s - f e l l o w s i s ; 
St rong Weak 
A boy who i s no t l i k e d by anyone i s 
St rong Weak 
I am 
Mean Kind 
A boy who i s l i k e d by most of the c l a s s - f e l l o w s i s ; 
Mean Kind 
A boy who i s l i k e d by few of t h e c l a s s - f e l l o w s i s : 
Mean Kind 
A boy who i s no t l i k e d by anyone i s 
Mean kind 
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I am 
Beautiful Ugly 
A boy who i s l iked by most of the c lass-fe l lows i s ; 
Beautiful Ugly 
A boy who i s l iked by few of the c lass-fe l lows i s ; 
Beautiful Ugly 
A boy who i s not l iked by any of the c lass-fe l lows i s : 
Beaut i ful . Ugly 
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Appendix '£ ' . 
Abbreviations 
O.P. Otaer Populars 
O.N. Other NegLectees 
O.I , Other I s o l a t e s 
A Tra i t p a i r "Bad-Good". 
B Tra i t pa i r "Strong-Weak" 
C Traif p a i r •'Mean-Kind" 
D Traif p a i r "Beautiful-Ugly" 
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Table (a^. LeaXency l irror of i^opulars. 
H a t e e s / 
H a t e r s 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
h. 
5. 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 
1 0 . 
1 1 . 
1 2 . 
1 6 . 
U: 
1 9 . 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
22. 
2 3 . 
2 l f . 
2 5 . 
2 6 , 
2 ? ' 
2 8 . 
2 9 . 
3 0 . 
A l l r a t e e s / 
d l 
S e l f 
5 .25 
M-.25 
If. 50 
5 . 5 0 
5 . 2 5 
5 .00 
»f .75 
h.75 
5 .00 
5 . 2 5 
5 . 2 5 
?-?^ 
6 . 5 0 
^•z^ ?-§2 5 . 5 0 
5 . 5 0 
^.75 
I f . 50 
5 . 0 0 
5 . 0 0 
5 .00 
5.75 
5.75 
5 . 0 0 
5.50 
5.75 
5^27 
+1.19 
O .P . 
5.50 
5 . 5 0 
5 .00 
5 .50 
5 . 5 0 
5 . 7 5 
6 . 2 5 
6 . 0 0 
5 . 5 0 
^ • ^ 5 .00 
^ . 2 5 
5 . 0 0 
I f . 75 
i f . 50 
U-.OO 
5 .25 
5.^5 
h.75 
i f . 2 5 
5.2^ 
I f . 50 
^'7i 5 . 2 5 
5.75 
5.75 
5 . 2 5 
5 . 5 0 
5 . 2 5 
5 . 1 5 
-•1.07 
O .N . 
3 .25 
3 .25 
3 .75 
2 . 7 5 
2 . 7 5 
3 .25 
I f . 00 
5 .00 
3 .75 
^.75 
i f . 50 
M-.50 
3 .25 
3 .75 
U-.50 
5 .00 
i f . 7 5 
5 .00 
5 . 2 5 
I f . 2 5 
i f . 2 5 
3 .75 
i f . 2 5 
i f . 50 
i f . 60 
3 .25 
I f . 00 
5 .25 
i f . 00 
If. 75 
I f . l O 
->0.2 
O . I . 
^^.25 
2 . 2 5 
2 . 5 0 
3 .25 
2 . 7 5 
2 . 7 5 
3 .00 
3 .25 
3 .00 
3.00 
3 .25 
3 .50 
3 . 2 5 
3 .75 
3 .75 
2 . 5 0 
3 . 2 5 
3 .75 
3 .75 
l f . 2 5 
^^75 
i f . 00 
i f . 50 
i f . 50 
3 .25 
i f . 00 
3 . ' i 5 
3 .25 
^-75 
i f . ^ 5 
3 . i f i 
- 0 . 6 7 
i O l 
r a t e r s 
i f . 06 
3 .81 
3 .93 
i f . 2 5 
i f . 06 
i f . l 8 
i f . 50 
i f . 75 
I f . 31 
^ . 5 6 
^ . 5 0 
»^-.37 
i f . 2 5 
i f . 6 2 
i f . 75 
i f . 50 
i f . 50 
i f . 9 3 
i f . 56 
i f . 50 
i f . 37 
i f . 56 
i f . 81 
i f . 50 
i f . 68 
i f . 68 
i f . 68 
i f . 6 8 
5 .00 
i f . 08 
\ l IvJk 
- . 0 2 
- . 2 7 
- . l i f 
. 16 
- . 0 2 
. 1 0 
. i f l 
. 66 
. 2 2 
. h7 
. i f l 
. 28 
. 1 6 
; 6 6 
. i f1 
. i f l 
. 66 
. 8 5 
. ^ 7 
. i f l 
. 28 
. i f 7 
-72 
. i f l 
.60 
. 6 0 
. 6 0 
. 6 0 
.91 
- xxviia -
Table ( b ) . Leniency error of Neglectees. 
Hateea/ 
r a t e r s 
1 . 
2 . 
3. 
W. 
5. 
6 . 
/ • 
O • 
9 . 
10. 
1 1 . 
12. 
13. 
1U-, 
15. 
16. 
??: 
19. 
20. 
2 1 . 
22 . 
23. 
2lf. 
25 . 
26. 
27 . 
28. 
29 . 
30. 
A l l ratees 
d i 
S e l f 
3.50 
3.50 
^ .00 
3.50 
3.00 
If. 00 
3.50 
If. 50 
i f . 00 
i f .25 
3.75 
l f ,25 
l f .25 
l f .25 
If. 25 
3.75 
3.75 
I f .50 
3.50 
3.00 
3.25 
3.75 
^.75 
l f . 50 
i+.oo 
I f .50 
If. 00 
3.75 
3*75 
If. 00 
3.90 
- . 1 8 
O.P. 
5*^5 
5.25 
5*75 
5.00 
5.25 
6 .00 
6.00 
5.50 
6 .50 
5.00 
5.25 
5*75 
5.00 
5.25 
If. 50 
I f .50 
3.75 
If. 50 
5*25 
h.75 
i f .25 
i f .25 
if. 00 
3.50 
^*75 
5.00 
I f .25 
if. 75 
5*25 
If. 50 
if. 95 
-K87 
O.N. 
3.50 
if. 00 
3.75 
i f . 25 
^*2^ 
3.50 
2.25 
if. 50 
if. 00 
3.25 
i f .00 
5.00 
i f .25 
if.OO 
3.25 
3.75 
i f .25 
3.75 
2.75 
2.25 
3.75 
i f . 50 
5.00 
^*75 
3.50 
3.75 
3.25 
i f .25 
3.75 
if. 50 
3.85 
'-23> 
0 . 1 . 
2.75 
2.25 
2.75 
2.75 
3.75 
2.50 
i f . 50 
3.75 
3.00 
3.50 
if. 50 
3.25 
2.75 
if.OO 
3.50 
3.50 
3.50 
if.OO 
2.75 
3.25 
2.50 
i f . 50 
3.50 
3.75 
if.OO 
3.00 
3.50 
3.25 
3.50 
3.50 
3.38 
- . 7 0 
All 
r a t e r s 
i*75 
3*75 
i f. 06 
3.87 
if. 06 
if.OO 
i f .06 
if. 56 
i f . 37 
if.OO 
if. 37 
i f . 56 
I f .06 
i f . 37 
3.87 
3.87 
3.31 
i f .18 
3.56 
3.31 
3'!t^ 
3.25 
i f . j l 
i f .12 
4,06 
i f .06 
3.75 
if.OO 
i f .06 
i f .12 
i f . 08 
X«Kl 
- . 3 3 
- . 3 3 
- . 0 2 
- . 2 1 
- . 0 2 
- . 0 8 
- . 0 2 
.W7 
.28 
- . 0 8 
.28 
. ' f7 
- . 0 3 
.28 
- . 2 1 
- . 2 1 
-*21 
.10 
-*52 
- . 7 7 
- . 6 l f 
.16 
.22 
.03 
- . 0 2 
- . 0 2 
- . 3 3 
- . 0 8 
- . 0 2 
.03 
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Tiible (c) Leniency Error of I s o l a t e s , 
K a t e e s / 
R a t e r s 
1 . 
2 . 
3. 
W. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
1 0 . 
1 1 . 
1 2 . 
13. 
IV. 
U: 
17» 
18. 
19. 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
2 2 . 
23. 
21f. 
2?-2 6 . 
^1* 
28. 
29. 
30. 
A l l Aa tees 
d i 
S e l f 
i^n 
»+.00 
3.50 
3.75 
3.50 
3.25 
3.00 
I f . 0 0 
3.50 
i f . 5 0 
3.25 
3.25 
3.25 
3.75 
^^l"} 
3 .00 
3.75 
3 .00 
If.OO 
3.75 
3 . 0 0 
3.75 
3 .00 
3.25 
3.75 
3.75 
3.50 
i . 50 
3.50 
3.75 
3.57 
- .51 
O i P . 
5.75 
5.75 
6 . 0 0 
5.50 
5.00 
5.25 
5.00 
5.75 
5.50 
5.00 
^^-^5 
6 . 0 0 
5.00 
i f . 2 5 
1+.25 
3.75 
I f . 50 
5.50 
i f . 2 5 
3.75 
5.00 
^..50 
V.50 
"^.^^ 
5.00 
5.00 
I f . 00 
5>^5 
5.00 
^^n 
i f . 97 
^ 8 9 
O.N . 
i f . 00 
3.75 
I f . 00 
3.25 
3.25 
3.50 
3.25 
3.00 
2.25 
I f . 00 
3.25 
3.00 
3.25 
3.50 
I f . 2 5 
2.75 
2.50 
i f . 25 
2.50 
2.50 
3.25 
I f . 00 
3.00 
3.25 
2 . 0 0 
l^^"? 
•^'75 
3.25 
i f . ^ 5 
3.25 
2>*^7 
- .81 
O . I . 
^^.75 
1.75 
3.25 
3.00 
2.50 
3.75 
^^7"? 
3.75 
3.00 
3.00 
3.25 
3.50 
I f . 00 
3.25 
3.00 
2.50 
2.50 
3.50 
2.75 
3.25 
if.OO 
3 .00 
3 . 0 0 
3 . 0 0 
'^^'75 
2.50 
^'^*75 
i f . 5 0 
3.50 
3.00 
3.18 
- .90 
i U l 
r a t e r s 
I f . 06 
3.81 
i f . l 8 
3.87 
3.56 
3.93 
if.OO 
i f . 1 2 
3.56 
i f . 1 2 
?>.75 
3.93 
3.87 
3.68 
i f . 06 
3 .00 
U 
3.37 
3.81 
3.81 
I'M 
6*^7 
3.62 
i.25 
i f . U 
i f . 0 6 
i.68 
i f . 08 
A ' i c l 
- . 0 2 
- . 2 7 
. 1 0 
- . 2 1 
••*52 
- . 1 i f 
- .08 
. . 03 
- . 52 
.03 
- . 33 
- . I V 
- . 2 1 
- .39 
- . 0 2 
- 1 . 0 8 
- .77 
- . 0 2 
- .71 
-'77 
-.27 
- . 27 
- .71 
- .39 
- .71 
- . i t 6 
-.8i 
. . O j 
- . 0 2 
- . 39 
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Table (d) Halo Error of Populars 
Ratees/ 
Raters 
i . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 
i O . 
i i . 
1 2 . 
1 3 . 
1 4 . 
1 5 . 
1 6 . 
1 7 . 
1 8 . 
1 9 . 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
2 2 . 
2 3 . 
2 4 . 
2 5 , 
2 6 . 
2 7 . 
2 8 . 
2 9 . 
3 0 . 
sel f 
. 4 0 
- . 3 4 
- . 2 2 
. 46 
. 4 0 
.02 
- . 5 3 
- . 7 8 
- . 0 9 
- . 0 3 
. 0 8 
. 4 7 
. 3 3 
. 7 1 
1.21 
- . 5 3 
- . 0 3 
- . 2 2 
- . 3 4 
- . 5 3 
- . 6 6 
- . 3 4 
- . 5 3 
- . 6 6 
- . 3 4 
- . 0 9 
. 2 1 
.27 
.27 
- . 4 7 
O.P. 
. 76 
1.01 
.39 
. 5 8 
. 76 
.89 
1.08 
. 58 
. 5 1 
. 01 
- . 1 6 
- . 7 9 
. 08 
- . 5 4 
- . 9 1 
- 1 . 1 6 
. 08 
- . 6 6 
- . 3 5 
- . 4 8 
- . 9 1 
. 2 0 
- . 7 3 
- . 7 3 
. 0 8 
.39 
.39 
- . 1 0 
. 14 
- . 4 1 
P.N. 
- . 4 3 
- . 1 8 
.19 
- 1 . 1 1 
- . 9 3 
- . 5 5 
- . 1 1 
. 6 3 
- . 1 8 
.56 
.38 
.50 
- . 6 1 
- . 4 9 
. 1 3 
.88 
. 6 3 
. 6 3 
.69 
.06 
. 1 3 
- . 2 4 
.06 
.06 
- . 1 1 
- 1 . 0 5 
- . 3 0 
.94 
- . 3 0 
. 1 3 
O . I . 
- . 7 3 
- . 4 8 
- . 3 6 
.07 
- . 2 3 
- . 3 6 
- . 4 2 
- . 4 2 
- . 2 3 
- . 4 8 
- . 1 7 
.19 
.07 
.19 
. 0 7 
- .92 
- . 1 7 
. 0 7 
- . 1 1 
. 76 
1.32 
.69 
1.01 
. 76 
- . 1 7 
. 38 
- . 3 6 
- . 3 6 
. 1 3 
.32 
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Table ( e ) . 
Rd t ee s / 
Haters 
i . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 
i O . 
i i . 
1 2 . 
1 3 . 
1 4 . 
1 5 . 
1 6 . 
1 7 . 
1 8 . 
1 9 . 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
2 2 . 
2 3 . 
2 4 . 
2 5 . 
2 6 . 
2 7 . 
2 8 . 
2 9 . 
3 0 . 
Halo Er ro r 
s e l f 
- . 1 3 
0 ,13 
. 0 5 
- . 2 6 
- . 9 5 
. 1 1 
- . 4 4 
. 0 5 
- . 2 6 
. 3 6 
- . 5 1 
- . 1 9 
. 3 0 
- . 0 1 
. 4 8 
- . 0 1 
. 0 5 
. 42 
. 0 5 
- . 1 9 
- . 0 7 
- . 3 8 
. 5 5 
. 4 8 
. 0 5 
. 5 5 
.36 
- . 1 3 
- . 1 9 
- . 0 1 
of Neglec tees , 
P . P . 
.57 
.57 
.76 
.19 
,26 
1.07 
1,01 
. 01 
1.19 
.07 
- . 0 5 
. 26 
. 0 1 
- . 0 5 
- . 3 0 
- . 3 0 
- . 9 8 
- . 6 1 
. 76 
. 5 1 
- . 1 1 
- . 9 2 
- 1 . 2 3 
- 1 , 5 5 
- . 2 3 
. 0 1 
- . 4 2 
- . 1 7 
.26 
- . 5 5 
i 
O.N. 
- . 0 7 
.42 
- . 1 3 
.54 
,36 
-,32 
- 1 . 6 3 
. 1 1 
- . 2 0 
- . 5 7 
- . 2 0 
. 61 
' .36 
- . 2 0 
- . 4 5 
.04 
. . 6 1 
- . 2 6 
- . 6 3 
- . 8 8 
. 48 
.42 
.86 
.79 
- , 3 8 
- . 1 3 
- . 3 2 
.42 
- . 1 3 
.54 
o.r. 
- . 3 6 
- . 8 6 
- . 6 7 
- . 4 8 
, 32 
- . 8 6 
1,07 
- . 1 7 
- . 7 2 
. 1 3 
. 76 
- . 6 7 
- . 6 7 
. 2 6 
.26 
.26 
.32 
. 4 5 
- . 1 7 
. 57 
- . 2 9 
, 3 8 
- , 1 7 
. 26 
,57 
- .42 
, 3 8 
- . 1 1 
. 07 
. 01 
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Tdbie ( f ) : 
Ra tees / 
Raters 
i . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 
1 0 . 
i i . 
1 2 . 
1 3 . 
1 4 . 
1 5 . 
1 6 . 
1 7 . 
1 8 . 
1 9 . 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
2 2 . 
2 3 . 
2 4 . 
2 5 . 
2 6 . 
2 7 . 
2 8 . 
2 9 . 
30, 
Hdio Error 
i.Glf 
- . 1 3 
.36 
- . 5 1 
.04 
. 1 1 
- . 5 1 
- . 8 2 
. 0 4 
. 1 1 
. 54 
- . 3 2 
- . 5 1 
- . 4 5 
. 2 3 
. 3 6 
. 1 7 
. 6 1 
- . 8 8 
.79 
. 6 1 
- . 6 3 
. 1 1 
- . 2 0 
- . 2 6 
. 54 
.29 
.42 
- . 4 5 
- . 3 8 
,23 
of I s o l a t e s , 
o.y. 
.46 
. 71 
. 5 8 
.39 
. 2 1 
. 08 
- . 2 2 
.39 
. 7 1 
- . 3 5 
.27 
. 8 3 
- . 1 0 
- . 6 6 
- 1 . 0 3 
- . 4 7 
- . 0 3 
. 2 1 
- . 3 5 
- . 7 8 
- . 0 3 
- . 5 3 
- . 1 0 
. 3 3 
.39 
.14 
- . 4 7 
- . 1 0 
- . 2 8 
- . 1 6 
O.N. 
. 41 
. 41 
. 28 
- . 1 5 
. 16 
. 0 3 
- . 2 7 
- . 6 5 
- . 8 3 
. 34 
- . 0 2 
- . 4 6 
0.15 
. 2 8 
.66 
.22 
- . 3 3 
.66 
- . 4 0 
- . 3 3 
- . 0 8 
.66 
.09 
. 0 3 
- . 9 0 
.09 
- . 02 
- . 4 0 
.66 
. 03 
O . I . 
- . 7 8 
- 1 . 4 3 
- . 3 5 
- . 2 9 
- . 4 8 
.39 
1.33 
. 20 
. 0 1 
- . 5 4 
. 08 
.14 
. 7 0 
. 14 
- . 4 8 
. 0 8 
- . 2 3 
. 01 
- . 0 4 
. 5 1 
.76 
- . 2 3 
. 2 0 
- . 1 0 
- . 0 4 
- . 5 4 
. 08 
. 9 5 
.01 
- . 1 0 
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Table ( g ) : Populars Ha t e r - T r a i t In te rac t ion . 
T r a i t s / A B C D 
Raters 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
a. 
9 . 
i O . 
i i . 
1 2 . 
1 3 . 
1 4 . 
1 5 . 
1 6 . 
1 7 . 
1 8 . 
1 9 . 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
2 2 . 
2 3 . 
2 4 . 
2 5 . 
2 6 . 
2 7 . 
2 8 . 
2 9 . 
3 0 . 
- . 8 8 
. 1 3 
. 0 1 
.94 
- . 1 1 
T . 2 3 
- . 5 5 
- . 8 0 
- . 3 6 
- . 6 1 
- . 5 5 
- . 4 2 
- . 3 0 
. 67 
- . 8 0 
. 5 5 
. 5 5 
- . 3 0 
- . 9 8 
- . 6 1 
. 5 5 
- . 4 2 
- . 6 1 
.86 
- . 5 5 
. 6 3 
. 7 3 
. 7 3 
r . 7 3 
- 1 . 0 0 
. 9 1 
. 91 
.79 
.98 
- . 0 8 
- . 2 0 
. 5 1 
- . 7 6 
. 51 
. 3 3 
.58 
- . 5 1 
. 5 3 
. 4 1 
. 28 
- . 6 6 
. 78 
- . 5 3 
. 53 
- . 7 8 
- . 9 7 
.59 
. 53 
.41 
.59 
~,84 
. 53 
.72 
- . 7 2 
-1 .07 
.86 
.36 
.57 
.82 
.76 
. 6 3 
.74 
- . 6 3 
.82 
- . 4 5 
.92 
. 3 1 
- . 2 8 
.09 
.34 
.22 
- . 6 6 
- . 4 3 
- . 7 6 
. 76 
.97 
. 3 3 
- . 7 5 
. 76 
. 1 0 
. 11 
. 03 
.42 
. 3 3 
. 1 1 
.73 
- . 1 4 
. 23 
.54 
0.33 
. 6 1 
- . 1 2 
. 3 3 
- . 4 1 
.09 
- . 6 1 
. 46 
. 3 3 
- . 2 0 
.22 
. 39 
- . 1 0 
- . 0 4 
- . 3 0 
. 4 8 
.66 
. 7 1 
. 3 5 
. 2 1 
. 11 
. 70 
- 1 . 0 0 
. 33 
. 4 5 
. 3 0 
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Table (h ) : Neglectees* Rater-Trai t In terac t ion . 
T r a i t / 
Raters 
i . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 
i O . 
i i . 
1 2 . 
1 3 . 
1 4 . 
1 5 . 
1 6 . 
1 7 . 
1 8 . 
1 9 . 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
2 2 . 
2 3 . 
2 4 . 
2 5 . 
2 6 . 
2 7 . 
28. 
2 9 . 
3 0 . 
A 
. 9 1 
.32 
i.OC 
. 4 1 
. 2 1 
- . 1 1 
- . 2 8 
- . 6 1 
. 0 1 
. 5 0 
. 6 7 
. 8 0 
- . 8 1 
- . 7 8 
. 7 3 
. 2 1 
.32 
- . 2 2 
- . 1 2 
- . 3 1 
.32 
.42 
.24 
- . 1 0 
. 06 
- l O 
- 1 . 0 0 
B 
. 2 1 
.72 
- . 0 8 
.46 
. 23 
. 3 3 
.22 
- . 0 1 
. 2 5 
- . 2 6 
. -'5 
.07 
- . 0 8 
. 6 5 
- . 5 7 
. 78 
- 1 . 0 
. 28 
. 5 5 
-1 .09 
. 2 1 
. 4 1 
. 7 1 
.28 
- . 2 1 
. 28 
.06 
.24 
- . 2 3 
. 23 
C 
. 8 1 
.57 
- . 2 0 
. 23 
- . 5 1 
. 2 8 
.42 
- . 9 2 
. 3 3 
. 2 5 
. 2 1 
.09 
. 2 1 
. 4 5 
- . 1 4 
.99 
. 2 3 
- . 3 8 
.72 
. 2 1 
.92 
.92 
- . 9 9 
•3-a 
- . 0 3 
. 10 
0.05 
. 41 
. 2 1 
.29 
D 
.14 
- . 2 0 
T O 
. 09 
.25 
. 8 1 
.26 
- . 0 2 
. 4 5 
. 3 8 
. 2 0 
. 1 0 
. 2 3 
,AA 
. 1 1 
. 20 
. 5 8 
.22 
. 38 
- . 9 0 
. 99 
- 3 Q 
. 39 
. 2 1 
.22 
.44 
.29 
. 71 
- . 0 7 
- . 8 1 
- /xxv -
Table ( i ) ; Iboiatys* Rdt t r -Trai t In te rac t ion . 
T r a i t / 
Raters 
i . 
2 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 
i O . 
i i . 
1 2 . 
1 3 . 
1 4 . 
1 5 . 
1 6 . 
1 7 . 
1 8 . 
1 9 . 
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
2 2 . 
2 3 . 
2 4 . 
2 5 . 
2 6 , 
2 7 . 
2 8 . 
2 9 . 
3 0 . 
A 
.45 
. 6 0 
- . 1 0 
. 8 1 
- . 2 0 
.22 
. 5 0 
- . 9 9 
. 2 3 
- . 8 1 
. 2 8 
1.08 
.77 
. 28 
- 1 . 0 8 
l.CO 
. 6 1 
. 2 3 
. 19 
- . 0 9 
. 2 5 
- . 2 1 
. 0 7 
. 2 8 
. 44 
- . 6 3 
. 6 6 
.09 
. 6 6 
- . 2 1 
d 
. 50 
- . 1 0 
- . 2 0 
. 8 1 
. 3 3 
- . 9 9 
. 20 
.28 
.99 
. 3 3 
- . 2 1 
. 28 
- . 2 0 
- 1 . 0 0 
. 28 
- . 2 3 
. 2 3 
. 2 8 
.02 
. 01 
.20 
- . 0 9 
. 23 
- . 0 5 
.07 
.27 
. 60 
.02 
C 
. 83 
. 2 1 
,41 
- . 7 7 
. 2 1 
. 28 
- . 0 1 
- . 0 7 
- . 2 1 
. 5 9 
. 7 5 
- . 0 1 
. 28 
- . 4 4 
. 2 1 
.32 
.39 
. 4 1 
. 09 
. 01 
- . 1 0 
.22 
. 61 
. 60 
. 2 3 
.09 
D 
- . 0 9 
- . 0 1 
. 7 3 
. 2 0 
. 6 1 
s w'5 
- . 3 9 
. 2 3 
. 2 8 
. 0 1 
- . 2 1 
- . 0 1 
- . 7 2 
. 2 8 
. 3 1 
. 5 0 
- . 2 1 
.17 
.22 
.24 
. 2 3 
- . 0 8 
.77 
. 20 
.44 
.27 
. 2 8 
- . 0 9 
. 7 0 
0 ^ D 
